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ABSTRACT 
TRAINING NEEDS OF SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS AS PERCEIVED BY 
SCHOOL BOARD CHAIRPERSONS AND SUPERINTENDENTS 
IN GEORGIA 
AUGUST 2003 
JOHNNY W. ROBERTSON III 
B.S. GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 
M.ED. UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN MISSISSIPPI 
ED S UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN MISSISSIPPI 
ED D. GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 
Directed by: Professor Michael Richardson 
This study explored how the school superintendents and school board 
chairpersons perceived the training needs of school board members across 
the state of Georgia. The study examined how superintendents and school 
board chairpersons perceived the actual and ideal knowledge level of school 
board members on six educational issues (student achievement, budget, 
school reform, curriculum, public relations, and the roles and responsibilities 
of school board members and superintendents). 
The study utilized a self-designed survey questionnaire to address the 
research questions. The 20 item questionnaire had respondents rate both the 
actual and ideal knowledge level of school board members in order to 
determine their training needs 
One hundred and five (57%) school superintendents and 55 (31%) 
school board chairpersons out of a possible 180 responded to the survey. 
The demographic profiles of the respondents were comparable to the 
demographic make-up of superintendents and school board chairpersons 
across the state. 
The study identified two educational issues in which school board 
members need extra training: student achievement and curriculum. Also, the 
state agencies and organizations that provide school board members with 
training should seriously consider additional training on issues surrounding 
public relations and budget. 
Both superintendents and school board chairpersons rated the issues 
surrounding the roles and responsibilities of school board members and 
superintendents as the most important training issue. Additionally, school 
board members were perceived as having the most knowledge on these 
issues. 
The recommendations of the study focus on modifying the current 
amount and content of school board member training in order to incorporate 
the identified training needs in this study, and conducting more in-depth 
research on the issues surrounding appropriate school board member 
training. 
TABLE OF CONTENTS PAGE 
DEDICATION iv 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS vi 
VITA vn 
ABSTRACT vm 
LIST OF TABLES xiv 
CHAPTER 
I. INTRODUCTION 1 
A. Introduction 1 
1. Board of Education Roles and Responsibilities in Georgia 3 
2. The Relationship between Superintendent and School Board 
Members 4 
3. School Boards' Influence on Student Learning 5 
4. Past Studies on School Board Member Training 6 
5. Current Training of School Board Members in Georgia 7 
B. Statement of the Problem 7 
C. Research Questions 8 
D Significance of the Study 9 
1. Significance to Educational Profession 9 
2. Significance to Educational Literature 11 
3 Significance to Researcher 12 
E. Procedures 12 
F. Limitations 13 
G Delimitations 14 
H Definitions of Terms 14 
I. Summary 16 
Table of Contents (continued) Page 
II. REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 18 
A. Introduction 18 
B. Federal Influence on Education 19 
C Framework of State Educational Systems 21 
1. States' Control of Education 21 
2 States' Boards of Education & States' Chief School Officer 22 
D. Framework of Local Educational Systems 23 
1 Schoc Districts 23 
2. Local School Board Members 25 
E Framework of Education in Georgia 26 
1. State Board of Education's Roles and Responsibilities 26 
2. State Superintendent's Roles and Responsibilities 27 
3. State Educational Agencies' Roles and Responsibilities 27 
4. Local Board's of Education Roles and Responsibilities 28 
5. Local Superintendent's Roles and Responsibilities 29 
6. School Board Member's Roles and Responsibilities 31 
F The Relationship between Superintendents and School Board 
Members 32 
G. How School District Size Effects the Superintendency 39 
H. How Gender Effects the Superintendency 40 
I. How Race Affects the Superintendency 41 
J. School Boards' Influence on Student Learning 42 
K. Past Studies in School Board Member's Training 43 
L Current Training of School Board Members in the United States 46 
1. School Board Member Training in the Central States 49 
2 School Board Member Training in the Mid-Atlantic States 50 
3. School Board Member Training in the Northeastern States 51 
4. School Board Member Training in the Southeastern States 51 
5. School Board Member Training in the Southwestern States 56 
6. School Board Member Training in the Western States 57 
7. School Board Member Training in Georgia 58 
M. Summary 59 
v I 
Table of Contents (continued) Page 
III METHODOLOGY 61 
A. Introduction  
B Research Question 62 
C Research Design 62 
D. Population 63 
E. Instrumentation 64 
F Procedures 6 
G. Data Analysis 67 
H. Summary  68 
IV REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS 70 
A. Introduction 70 
B. Findings 1 
1. Superintendents' Demographic Information 71 
2. Superintendents' General Perceptions 74 
3. School Board Chairpersons' Demographic Information 81 
4. School Board Chairpersons' General Perceptions 84 
C. Overarching Question 91 
D. Summary 92 
V SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 95 
A. Introduction 95 
B. Analysis of Research Findings 96 
C. Discussion of Research Findings 99 
D. Conclusions 102 
E. Implications 3 
F. Recommendations 105 
1. Recommendations to the Educational Profession 105 
2. Recommendations for Further Study 106 
G Dissemination of Information 107 
H. Concluding Thoughts 107 
REFERENCES 109 
APPENDICES 123 
A. School Board Chairperson Survey 124 
vit 
Table of Contents (continued) Page 
B. School Superintendent Survey 126 
C IRB Research Proposal 123 
D. IRB Letter of Approval 131 
E. Endorsement Inquiry to the GSBA 132 
F Endorsement Inquiry to the GSSA 133 
G Returned Endorsement Inquiry to the GSBA 134 
H. Returned Endorsement Inquiry to the GSSA 135 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table Page 
1. Recent Studies on Superintendent and School Board Relationships 34 
2. Past Studies on School Board Member Training 44 
3. School Board Member Training Programs by Geographic Area  47 
4 Size of School Districts Served of Superintendent Participants 72 
5. Years of Experience in the Field of Education 72 
6. Race of Superintendent Participants 73 
7. Gender of Superintendent Participants 73 
8. Ratings of School Board Member Knowledge Levels 
(Superintendents) 75 
9. Rankings of School Board Member Ideal Knowledge Levels 
(Superintendents) 77 
10. School Board Members Actual vs. Ideal Knowledge Levels 
(Superintendents) 79 
11. Size of School Districts Served of School Board Chairperson 
Participants 82 
12. Years of Experience on the Board of Education 82 
13. Race of School Board Chairperson Participants 83 
14. Gender of School Board Chairperson Participants 83 
15 Ratings of School Board Member Knowledge Levels (School Board 
Chairpersons) 85 
YIV 
16 Rankings of School Board Member Ideal Knowledge Levels 
(School Board Chairpersons) 87 
17 School Board Members Actual vs Ideal Knowledge Levels 
(School Board Chairpersons) 89 
W 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
Challenging times exist for public education in America (Gemberling, 
Smith & Villiani, 2000). The educational aspirations Americans hold for their 
children today have never been higher (Baylis-Heerschop, 2003). The American 
public gives a hue and cry for higher standards in schools, more qualified 
teachers, more effective curriculum, higher test scores and the eradication of 
schools that do not perform up to standards. Summer school enrollments are 
soaring, curriculum is being overhauled, and students are taking more 
standardized tests than ever before-all part of the nation's push for higher 
academic standards (Bushweller, 1999). 
All of these areas have greatly increased the responsibilities of school 
systems and the educators who work in them. Staff development and training 
programs have become integral and mandatory parts of the education system for 
teachers and administrators. However, one group has been conspicuously 
absent from the national push for increased training. In 1997 Goodman, 
Fulbright & Zimmerman noted, "In the search for excellence, there has been 
remarkably little focus on the need to improve school district governance—the 
school boards and superintendents whose work has a major impact on the 
quality of education provided children" (p.1). In 2000 a national study reported 
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that nearly thirty percent of superintendents felt as if school board members were 
"not qualified" to be school board members (Glass, Bjork & Brunner, 2000). 
Although the general public often dismisses the importance of school 
board members, professional educators have recognized their importance for 
many years. "Given that few board members have a professional background in 
education, they are likely to lack expertise in many areas their board must 
address. For this reason, those concerned with school governance have long 
advocated enhanced board member training and preparation" (National School 
Board Association, 2002, p. 19). "The future of America is directly dependent 
upon the quality of its citizenry, which, in the long run, is determined by the 
quality of education they receive in the public schools for whose operation school 
boards are legally responsible" (Tuttle, 1963, p.17). 
Education needs school board members willing to commit and learn their 
responsibilities (Seitz, 1994). In recent years, several national and local 
organizations have begun focusing on the functions of school districts and the 
school board members who run them (McAdams, 2002; Iowa Association of 
School Boards, 2000; Kansas City Consensus School Governance Task Force, 
2001; Study Team on Local Leadership Quality and Engagement, 2000; 
Goodman, & Zimmerman, 2000, Hess, 2002, Resnick, & Seamon, 1999; National 
Commission on Governing America's Schools, 1999; Texas Business and 
Education Coalition, 2000; Gemberling, Smith, & Villani, 2000). This new 
national focus on school board governance needs to be investigated in Georgia 
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and the process of evaluating how the state trains its school board members 
needs to begin. 
Boards of Education Roles and Responsibilities in Georgia 
Local boards of education act as political sub-divisions of the state (What 
School Board Members Must Know, 1996). The 1982 Georgia Constitution, 
Article VIII Section V, outlines the educational system, by placing each school 
system "under the management and control of a board of education". The major 
duties of a local board of education in Georgia include, but are not limited to: 
(a) interpreting the educational needs of the school community; 
(b) developing policies, in accordance with the law and in accordance with the 
educational needs of the people; 
(c) evaluating and acting upon the nominations of personnel as presented by 
the Superintendent; 
(d) approving or disapproving the budget, financial reports, audits, [etc.] 
whereby the administration may formulate procedures, regulations, and 
other guides for the orderly accomplishment of school business; 
(e) adopting regulations concerning the use of school property; 
(f) appraising the efficiency of the schools and of the service rendered in 
terms of value to the community; 
(g) keeping the citizenry intelligently informed of the purpose, value, 
conditions, and needs of public education within the community; 
(h) acquiring the establishment and maintenance of records, accounts, 
archives, management methods, and procedures considered essential to 
the efficient conduct of school business. (Georgia School Board Legal 
Reference Manual, 2000) 
Each major duty listed above could be further delineated into additional duties 
and responsibilities, all of which fall under the responsibility of the local school 
board. The task becomes even more daunting when one considers how local 
boards of education must respond to and follow federal and state laws, 
regulations and rules enacted by Congress, Georgia's General Assembly, the 
State Board of Education, the State Department of Education and many other 
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state and federal administrative agencies and the subsequent interpretations 
placed on those enactments by the state and federal courts (Harben & Hartley, 
2000). 
The Relationship between Superintendents and School Board Members 
Boards of education and superintendents manage the business that will 
educate the majority of America's citizenry (Hayes, 2001). "The literature on the 
relationships between the superintendency and school boards contains many 
studies of conflicts between the two groups" (Glass, Bjork & Brunner, p. 54, 
2000); however, there is ample data that contradicts these studies (Glass, et. al.). 
The strained nature of the superintendent and members of his/her school 
board is evident by the high turnover rate of superintendents. Several authors 
and studies (Glass, 2000; Glass, 2002; Hayes, 2001; Hess, 2000) have reported 
that the average tenure for school superintendents is between two and half years 
and five and half years. According to William Hayes, one of the major factors in 
turnover rate is the failure of the relationship between boards of education and 
superintendents (Hayes, 2001). The American Association of School 
Administrators studies over the past ten years have shown that the two main 
reason superintendents leave is to retire or move to larger better paying districts 
(Glass, 1992; Glass, Bjork & Brunner, 2000). 
Each school district that has a strained board of education/ superintendent 
relationship has its own unique set of contributing factors that have helped create 
the relationship. Some of the more common are district financial problems, 
personal agendas, lack of trust between the two parties, poor communication, 
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limited commitment to improvement, interpersonal conflict and neglect of policy 
and rules (Glass, 1992; Glass, Bjork & Brunner, 2000; Goodman , Fulbright & 
Zimmerman,1997; Hayes, 2001). 
The importance of a strong board of education/ superintendent 
relationship is hard to overstate. The relationship sets the tone for the rest of the 
school district and can lead to either a high achieving or underachieving school 
district. This relationship is so "dramatically important that it affects the 
philosophy, direction, and inner workings of the district" (Rhodes, 1993, p. 83). 
School Boards' Influence on Student Learning 
Research on the effects school boards have on student achievement is 
under evaluated (Iowa School Board Compass, 2000). In 2000, the Iowa 
Association of School Boards (IASB) conducted a study to find links between 
what school boards do and the achievement of students in those schools (Iowa 
Association of School Boards, 2000). The study identified high and low 
achieving school systems in Iowa and six school boards in Georgia for 
comparison. It found three key differences in school systems that were high 
achieving and low achieving. High achieving school districts believed that all 
children could achieve regardless of economic and community conditions. 
Secondly, high achieving districts understood and focused on school renewal. 
The last difference was that every school building in the district acted upon their 
beliefs in the importance of the school renewal process. After the study was 
conducted, the IASB underwent significant changes. It expanded its school 
board member training to focus on school renewal and student achievement, it 
6 
re-defined the roles of school boards versus professional educators, and 
designated some school districts as "lighthouse" districts to serve as guides for 
school districts in the state (Iowa Association of School Boards, 2000). 
Past Studies in School Board Member Training 
The list of studies conducted in the past fifteen years concerning 
appropriate school board member training is short. In 1987 Rex Douglas and 
Claradine Johnson conducted a study to determine the training needs of school 
board members in Kansas. This study surveyed 304 school board members, 
principals and school board superintendents, one from each school district in 
Kansas. Training needs were determined if there was a significant difference 
between the importance of the item and performance level school board 
members on the item (Douglas & Johnson, 1987). 
In 1992, James Parker wrote a dissertation based on a quantitative study 
that identified what knowledge areas the school board chairpersons and school 
superintendents deemed to be essential for successful performance as a school 
board member in Georgia. He concluded that school board members' training 
needs were mainly basic administrative items (i.e. how to conduct a proper 
meeting) and most school board members were not interested in training dealing 
with teaching practices and curriculum development (Parker, 1992). 
Fredrick Hess, who holds dual positions in the Department of Government 
and the School Of Education for the University of Virginia, recently submitted a 
very large quantitative study, over 800 school districts, to the National School 
Board Association on the conditions and challenges of school district 
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governance. The study found that the type of school board member training, the 
extent to which school board member training was emphasized and school board 
members' desire for additional training were largely dependent upon the size of 
the school district (National School Board Association, 2002). 
Current training of School Board Members in Georgia 
Section 20-2-230 of the Official Code of Georgia requires that every new 
school board member attend twelve hours of training (Georgia School Laws, 
2002). This initial training is split into two one-day workshops. Six hours of the 
training must be dedicated to school finance information and procedures. The 
remaining training mainly consists of policy making procedures, proper 
communication protocols and guidelines on board meeting procedures 
(Robertson, 2002d). After this initial training, school board members are required 
to attend one day or six hours "of training annually to ensure the effective 
management and operation of local units of administration" (Georgia School 
Laws, p.124). 
Statement of the Problem 
The realm of education is an enigma. The people outside of the 
profession view it as simple and straightforward; however, in reality the 
educational system is very complicated. Perception and reality clash when 
ordinary citizens become leaders of the local educational system through the 
board of education. 
Boards of education have enormous power directing local educational 
systems but are usually comprised of people who have limited experience with 
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the current educational system. Currently, the state of Georgia requires 12 hours 
of training for board members within one year of being elected. Six of those 
twelve hours have to be spent on budgeting procedures, educational finances 
and generally accepted accounting principles, while the remainder of the training 
is focused on procedural law for boards of education. If a school board member 
decides not to participate in this training, legal recourse exists. The school board 
member would still be able to hold his/her position on the school board. 
The status quo places citizens who have little experience in education and 
minimal training in charge of an important and complex institution. Georgia is one 
of the national leaders in the training of school board members, only sixteen 
states require training of any sort of school board members. 
Studies have shown that school board operations can directly affect 
student learning. There have been few national studies conducted on the training 
needs of school board members; however, recently some national studies and 
national organizations have began to call for more complete training of school 
board members. At this point, statewide research is nonexistent in Georgia to 
determine if the current system is meeting the needs of school board members. 
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to determine the perceived training needs 
of school board members in Georgia. 
Research Questions 
The overarching question and sub questions are as follows: What are the 
training needs of school board members as perceived by school board 
chairpersons and local superintendents in the State of Georgia? 
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Sub-questions 
1. How do school board chairpersons rate the actual knowledge levels of school 
board members? 
2. What are the school board chairpersons' ideal knowledge levels of school 
board members? 
3. How do school district superintendents rate the actual knowledge levels of 
school board members9 
4. What are the school districts' superintendents' ideal knowledge levels of 
school board members? 
5. Is there a significant difference between school board chairpersons' and 
school districts superintendents' views about school board member actual 
and ideal knowledge levels? 
Significance of the Study 
Significance to the Educational Profession 
A local board of education has a great impact upon the growth and 
effectiveness of a local school system. Local school systems are a direct 
reflection of the local board of education that governs them. This is one reason 
an educated and enlightened local board of education is imperative in today's 
educational world. The results of this study will allow superintendents and board 
chairpersons to evaluate the training needs of their local school board members 
and chairpersons, so that specific training can be conducted for their school 
board. Better trained school board members will reduce the amount of time 
superintendents spend explaining issues that concern curriculum, finance, 
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facilities, and personnel, allowing superintendent and school board members 
time to concentrate on giving students a better education in their school system. 
School board members will be able to use this study as an evaluative tool. 
Since the tool will rate each competency by ideal versus reality, school board 
members will be able to rate themselves in each of the competencies explored in 
the study. They then can determine if training in any of these competencies 
would benefit the school system they serve. The study will allow school board 
members to understand the expectations that are being placed upon them by 
school board chairpersons and school superintendents. All of these points will 
help school board members better understand the school board chairpersons 
and school superintendents with whom they work closely on a frequent basis. 
This could lead to a solid working relationship between superintendent and 
school board and ultimately a more focused school district. 
In the past ten years, school boards' influence over the educational 
system has increased significantly, and researchers have concluded that school 
boards can directly influence student achievement. Given the preceding items, 
research on the training needs of school board members in the State of Georgia 
is a critical need. Baseline data is needed so the Department of Education, as 
well as professional organizations such as the Georgia School Board Association 
will have insight on what areas training should focus in the future. It could lead to 
the restructuring of school board member training in the state, such as how often 
training is conducted, who should train school board members, and how this 
training should be being carried out. 
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Colleges and universities in various states will gain insight in preparing 
future school superintendents. By knowing in which areas local board members 
need to be better-trained, colleges and universities will not only have the 
opportunity to teach their educational leadership students how to deal with these 
challenges, but will also be able to offer workshops on areas of need to the local 
school boards around them. This study could open new areas of potential 
revenue for colleges and universities, while providing a needs assessment of 
their current educational leadership programs. 
Significance to the Educational Literature 
There are no current studies or research as to whether school board 
members training needs are being met in the State of Georgia. Past studies on 
school board member training seem to indicate that the need for school board 
training is already being met in most instances; however, several important 
factors should be noted about these studies. Both Douglas & Johnson (1987) 
and Parker's (1992) studies were conducted before the 1992 Georgia 
Constitutional Amendment that required all school board members to be elected 
and superintendents appointed. This amendment made a significant impact 
upon the political landscape of education in the state of Georgia and has had a 
direct impact upon the roles and responsibilities of both school board 
chairpersons and superintendents. Hess's study relied solely on school board 
member's self-reflection on past training. In this study school board members 
indicated they did not have any desire, nor need, for additional training in the 
majority of areas in which they were surveyed. 
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Since the importance of school boards has been overlooked in the past, a 
definite void exists in educational literature on school board member training. 
However, due to changes in state law and new educational research finding 
correlations between school board efficiency and student learning there is a 
renewed emphasis on school board training. Basic quantitative research needs 
to be done to give a foundation for future more in-depth qualitative research. 
Significance to the Researcher 
The researcher is a professional educator who believes that all aspects of 
the educational system should be thoroughly examined, in order to give the best 
possible education to our children. It is essential for school board members to 
have adequate initial training and continuous professional development on the 
inner workings of the educational system and on the forces that are changing its 
dynamics from year to year. Without professional training, school board 
members are left to either self-educate themselves or rely on the superintendent 
to guide and teach them about the educational system. Either of the above 
situations lends itself to a lack of solid understanding of the educational system. 
Procedures 
The researcher will create a survey in which school district 
superintendents and school board will rate perceived competency levels and 
ideal competency levels of school board members on each item on the survey. 
The survey will be field-tested. Each item will then be checked for validity and 
reliability using the SPSS 11.5 program. The researcher will then seek a letter of 
approval from the Georgia School Board Association and the Georgia School 
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Superintendents Association. These letters of support will be enclosed with the 
survey. The survey, along with the letter of support, wiil then be mailed to all 180 
school district superintendents and school board chairs in the State of Georgia. 
After the researcher receives the initial response to the survey, he will re- 
send the survey to anyone who did not respond to the first mail-out. Once the 
responses to the second survey have been returned, the data will be 
disaggregated and analyzed by the researcher by using the SPSS 11.5 program. 
In order to determine the perceived training needs of school board members the 
researcher will locate the significant statistical differences in ideal school board 
member competency levels and actual school board member competency levels. 
Limitations 
Personal experiences, biases, and personal knowledge of someone's 
background can forms people's perceptions of other people. Since this study is 
based on superintendents and chairpersons perceptions of school board 
members ideal and actual competency levels, and not on empirical data, the 
results of the study have to be viewed as opinion, instead of as scientific fact; the 
results of this study should be applicable to most school systems in the state of 
Georgia. 
Since the training of new school board members and annual training for 
more experienced school board members is the same throughout the state, then 
it can reasonably be assumed that most school board members operate from the 
same knowledge base of the profession of education. This assumption will be 
incorrect in school systems that provide additional training for their school board 
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members. Since each state has its own specialized rules, regulations and laws 
that govern the school system and different states train school board members 
on different subjects, the specific results of this study will not be indicative of 
what might be found in other states; however, the study could be used to 
demonstrate the need for similar studies in other states. 
Delimitations 
The letter of approval from the Georgia School Superintendents 
Association and the Georgia School Board Association would have helped the 
researcher in receiving responses from both school superintendent and board 
chairpersons throughout the state. A superintendent or a board chairperson will 
be more apt to respond to a study that has been endorsed by their respective 
professional organization. 
The study will also be helped by the fact that both superintendents and 
board chairpersons will be surveyed on a subject that is important to both groups. 
Both groups have a vested interest in gathering data that will help the state of 
Georgia and themselves better understand the training needs of school board 
members. A solid understanding of this issue helps both superintendents and 
board chairpersons execute their duties. 
Definition of Terms 
Most terms in this study are typical of the field of education; however, 
some terms must be clearly defined in order for the reader to fully understand the 
meaning of the study. 
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Actual knowledge level -- ratings based on the school board chairperson's 
or school superintendent's overall impression of the board of education with 
which they work. 
Boardsmanship--The act of being a good school board member politically, 
morally, intellectually and ethically. 
Central States—For the purposes of this study the Central states will be 
defined as Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. 
Ideal knowledge level—ratings based on the school board chairperson's 
or school superintendent's overall impression of the level of knowledge needed 
for a school board member to perform his/her job in a professional manner. 
Mid- Atlantic States— For the purposes of this study the Mid- Atlantic 
states will be defined as Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 
Virginia, and West Virginia. 
Northeastern States—For the purposes of this study the Northeastern 
states will be defined as Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
New York, Rhode Island, and Vermont. 
School Board Member— A state official who is elected by the citizens of a 
local district to serve on the policy-making body of a school district. Members 
represent the citizens of the district in setting up a school program, hiring school 
personnel to operate the schools, determining organizational and administrative 
policy, and evaluating the results of the program and the performance of 
personnel. (Ryan & Cooper, 1998) 
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Southeastern States—For the purposes of this study the Southeastern 
states will be defined as Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, Tennessee, and South Carolina. 
Southwestern States—For the purposes of this study the Southwestern 
states will be defined as Arkansas, Arizona, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, 
and Texas. 
Superintendent— "A professional educator selected by the local school 
board to act as its executive officer and as the educational leader and chief 
administrator of the local school district" (Ryan & Cooper, p. 553, 1998). 
Western States—For the purposes of this study the Western states will be 
defined as California, Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and 
Wyoming. 
Summary 
From its very humble beginnings, the educational system in the United 
States has grown to be a giant tangled web of federal acts, state laws and local 
regulations. Every state has established its educational system a little differently. 
Although each of the states have a state department of education, each state's 
department of education has its own rules and regulations that govern local 
boards of education and other state agencies that are connected to education. 
In the state of Georgia, local school boards face pressure because of the 
increased amount of scrutiny they have received in the past ten years. School 
board members are being asked to take more of a lead in the local educational 
programs. They are being asked to become experts in educational areas such 
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as school finance, school curriculum, school facilities, and personnel. 
Unfortunately, it is not known whether school board members are being afforded 
adequate training from the state of Georgia and their own local boards of 
education because basic research has not been done in this area. This 
research study will seek to find those educational areas in which school board 
members need better training by surveying each school district superintendent 
and school board chairperson in Georgia. 
When school board members are not prepared to make decisions on 
important educational policies they have to make decisions based on information 
provided by the superintendent or based on personal biases. If this happens on 
a consistent basis, the school system and the educational levels of students 
suffer. 
The information gathered during this process will not only benefit the 
Georgia State Department of Education, professional organizations, and centers 
for higher education, but the local school systems across the state. Through this 
research school board members will have the opportunity to hear the opinions of 
their peers and colleagues about their training needs and to gain understanding 
of the importance of their role in the education of children. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Boards of education are very often comprised of new members who have 
little if any previous experience in many matters of extreme importance such as 
school finance, curriculum, personnel, facilities (Seitz, 1994) and many other 
school related issues. "More then ever before, school board members need the 
training, information, and services that better equip them to exercise sound 
decision-making about the public schools they oversee" (ARSBA, 2002a). In 
order to ensure proper training, the current training system needs to be 
evaluated. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine the training 
needs of school board members in Georgia, so professional educators, 
universities, professional organizations and the State of Georgia can meet those 
needs. 
The purpose of this review of literature is to provide the reader with the 
necessary information on school boards and school board member training 
needed to understand the significance of this study's findings. In order to 
highlight the importance of school boards and their members in governing 
education, it is necessary to begin with overviews on how state and local 
educational systems are structured throughout the United States and in Georgia. 
These overviews will give the reader a solid understanding of the governmental 
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structure of education and highlight the roles and responsibilities of school 
superintendents and school board members. 
The general information then narrows down to specifics concerning the 
importance of a solid superintendent/school board relationship and how school 
boards influence the learning of students in their districts. The last part of this 
review of literature reports on past studies on the training of school board 
members, explores the current training programs for school board members in 
every geographical section of the United States and summarizes Georgia's 
school board members training program. The training programs in the 
Southeastern part of the United States were researched in more depth because 
of the proximity to Georgia. All of this information is needed for an understanding 
of the importance different states place on well-trained school board members. 
Federal Influence on Education 
Since neither the Bill of Rights nor the United States Constitution made 
any mention of education, the Reserved Powers clause found in Article 10 of the 
10th Amendment gives the responsibility of education to each state; however, it 
should not be concluded that federal law does not affect education (Ruetter, 
1994). Early in its history, the federal government's hands-off approach towards 
education was heavily influenced by the pre-industrial United States citizen's 
strong belief that local authorities should control education (Flinchbaugh, 1993). 
At this time, most of the federal government's influence came from United States 
Constitutional Amendments and United States Supreme Court decisions 
(Flinchbaugh). The federal government saw its role in education as a distributor 
20 
of benefits, by issuing land grants to states' educational systems; however, as 
time progressed, the federal government wanted more control over the use of its 
land and began placing restrictions upon land grants given to state governments. 
This change in political approach came as a response to two growing federal 
concerns: the mismanagement of land grants and the belief that education was 
essential to the creation of a lasting form of government (Tyack, James & 
Benavot, 1987). It was this second concern that led to the federal government 
exerting its "greatest influence on public education through its role in the forming 
of new states" (Tyack, et al., p. 22). 
Although the federal government did not have any legal recourse to 
influence education at this time, the federal government did have land and the 
opportunity for statehood (Tyack, James & Benavot, 1987). The federal 
government began using these two powerful influences on some states and 
territories with the passing of the Land Ordinance of 1785. The driving force 
behind the Land Ordinance of 1785 was the belief that education was necessary 
to become a good citizen and to have a strong government (VanZant, 2003). 
Beginning with this ordinance, the federal government would use land and 
statehood to mandate the number of schools, types of schools and how school 
lands were to be managed to the territories before statehood could be 
considered and to states, which needed land for expanding populations (Tyack, 
et al.,). Between 1867 and 1981 Congress passed no less than forty-seven 
major education based legislative bills (Flinchbaugh, 1993). These laws 
increased in significance throughout the twentieth century with the passage of 
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Acts such as the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917, School Lunch Program of 1933, 
National Defense Education Act of 1958, Elementary and Secondary School Act 
of 1965, Individuals with Disabilities of Educational Act of 1975, along with many 
other and most recently the No Child Left Behind legislation (Flinchbaugh, 1993; 
Ruetter, 1994; No Child Left Behind, 2003). The importance of the federal 
government's guiding influence on the American educational system is often 
overlooked because of its lack of a legal foothold, but is hard to overstate (Tyack, 
et al.). When looking for the legal basis for education in the United States the 
focus quickly turns to state governments, state constitutions and case law. 
Framework of State Educational Systems 
States' Control of Education 
The tenth amendment of the United States Constitution allocated the 
responsibility for educating the United States' citizenry to individual states 
through a very broad statement referred to as the Reserved Power Clause. This 
clause allows each state's legislative body to have sovereign power over its own 
educational system (Alexander, Corn, & McCann, 1969; Ruetter, 1994). The 
United States judicial system has supported the idea that a "state's authority over 
education is not a distributive one to be exercised by local government but is a 
central power residing in the legislature of the state" (Alexander, et al.,1969, 
p. 19). As long as the state legislature does not violate the United States 
constitution or federal law, the states'judicial system has consistently backed the 
state's legislative body's right to impose various forms of centralized educational 
systems that place the brunt of the responsibility to educate citizens upon the 
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state agencies (State Ex Rel. Clark v. Haworth, 122 Ind. 462, 23 N.E., 946 
(1890); State Tax Commission v. Board of Education Jefferson County, 235 Ala. 
388, 179 So. 197 (1938); Board of Education of Central Dist. No. 1, Town of 
Somers v. Stoddard, 294 N.Y. 667, 60 N.E.2d 757 (1944); Moore v. Board of 
Education of Iredell Co., 212 N.C. 499, 193 S.E. 732 (1937). 
The court system has consistently held that state legislatures can not 
delegate legislative powers to other state agencies (State v. Kinnear, 70 
Wash.2d 482, 423 P.2d 937 (1967); State Ex Rel. School Dist. No. 29, Flathead 
Co. v. Cooney, 102 Mont.521, 59 P2d 48 (1936); Dicken v. Kentucky State Board 
of Education, 304 Ky. 343, 199 S.W.2d 977 (1947); School Dist. No. 39 of 
Washington County v. Decker, 159 Neb. 693, 68 N.W.2d 354 (1955), so most 
state legislatures have created "administrative agencies [with] discretionary 
authority to enact rules and regulations made pursuant to statute for the internal 
management of the public school system" (Alexander, Corn, & McCann, 1969, 
p. 125; McCarthy & Cambron-McCabe, 1992 ). 
States' Boards of Education and State's Chief School Officer 
In most states the need for an internal management system for education 
manifests itself in the creation of a state board of education, which may be 
elected by the citizenry or appointed by the governor. The state board of 
education takes a quasi-judicial role with discretionary authority over the state's 
educational system (Alexander, Corn, & McCann , 1969). "In general, the state 
boards are charged with policy making for education, one level below the [state] 
legislature in the hierarchy" (Ruetter, 1994, p. 113). State boards of education 
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typically supply "the structural details necessary to implement broad legislative 
mandates" (McCarthy & Cambron-McCabe &, 1992, p.3) to the rest of the state's 
educational system. This policy-making body has a chief state school officer who 
serves in an executive capacity over the state board of education. Traditionally, 
the chief state school officer is charged with the responsibility of carrying out the 
will of the state board of education and state legislature; however, this role has 
expanded to long-range planning, research and adjudicating educational 
controversies (McCarthy, et. al., 1992). The court system will not consider an 
appeal of a chief state school officer's decision, "unless it is clearly arbitrary and 
against the preponderance of evidence"(McCarthy, et. al, p.4.). 
Each state has established a state department of education that gathers 
data for the chief state school officer to ensure that state legislative and state 
board of education policies are being properly enacted (McCarthy, et. al., 1992). 
In addition to its primary purpose of assisting the chief state school officer, most 
state departments engage in research and development activities that are 
designed to help improve the educational systems within each state (McCarthy, 
et. al.). Although the state legislatures have the power to create a single 
centralized state authority over the public school system, all except Hawaii have 
created political subdivisions called school districts (Reutter, 1994). 
Framework of Local Educational Systems 
School Districts 
The power that school districts hold is deeply routed in the history of 
education in the United States. While each state has responsibility for education 
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within its boundaries, most states followed the precedent set by New England 
town schools in the 1600s and delegated responsibility and authority for schools 
to local school districts (Flinchbaugh, 1993). In recent decades bureaucratization 
of education and consolidation of school systems has led to school districts 
having more responsibility and demands placed on them than in years past 
(Flinchbaugh). 
School districts are state agencies (Alexander, Corn, & McCann, 1969). 
As a state agency a school district has "no substantive federal constitutional 
rights it may invoke against its creator" (Ruetter, 1994, p.105). In other words, 
school districts have little legal recourse against the state legislature unless it has 
enacted a law or policy that is in contradiction to the U.S. Constitution, federal 
law, or that state's constitution; however, the broad judicial interpretation that has 
been passed down to local school districts has been so empowering that it is the 
school districts that have been the main driving force behind the evolution of 
American public education (Ruetter). A school district can enact a policy that has 
no legal foundation, but if it is not challenged judicially, it may spread until it 
becomes generally accepted. Even if the policy is challenged, the school 
district's policy is upheld in court the overwhelming majority of the time (Ruetter). 
The internal management system of a school district largely mimics that of 
the state. The local school board acts as an administrative and policy-making 
authority over its school district. Local school boards' powers vary from state to 
state. These powers "generally encompass the authority to determine the 
specifics of the curriculum offered within the school district, raise revenue to build 
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and maintain schools, select personnel, and enact other policies necessary to 
implement the educational program pursuant to law" (McCarthy & Cambron- 
McCabe,1992, p.6). The court system commonly divides the powers of school 
boards into two categories: discretionary, those acts that require judgment, and 
ministerial, those that neither require nor permit the exercise of subjective 
judgment (Alexander, Corn, & McCann, 1969). In exercising its discretionary 
powers, which is the greatest portion of the board's powers, the school board is 
only limited by the requirements and restrictions of the law (Alexander, et. al., 
1969). Local school boards are the only local school agency authorized to 
perform discretionary duties. School district employees can only perform 
ministerial duties necessary to carry out policies (McCarthy & Cambron-McCabe, 
1992). 
Local School Board Members 
Although the manner in which people become members of a local school 
board, appointed or elected, varies between states, the court system considers 
local school board members as state, not local, officers (Reutter, 1994). This 
means that the state legislature has the right to determine local school board 
member qualifications, method of selection, and terms and conditions of local 
school board membership. Since local school board members are agents of the 
legislature, they are given the power to legislate over their local school system. 
Local school board members are public school officers with sovereign power who 
are elected or appointed to implement directives; however, individual local school 
board members are not empowered to make policies or perform official acts on 
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behalf of the board (McCarthy & Cambron-McCabe, 1992). As with the state 
board of education, local boards of education hire a chief local school officer 
whose official duty is to make sure the will of the local school board of education, 
state legislature and state board of education is carried out within that district. 
This job is carried out through the management of the local school district 
personnel, budget and facilities. 
The general overview given above of the American educational system is 
important in creating a solid understanding of the basis for Georgia's current 
educational system. This understanding will prove beneficial when looking at 
specific areas inside the educational system in Georgia. 
Framework of Education in Georgia 
State Board of Education's Roles and Responsibilities 
The Georgia Constitution (1982) declares that the "provision of an 
adequate public education for the citizens shall be a primary obligation of the 
State of Georgia" and establishes a "State Board of Education consisting of one 
member from each congressional district in Georgia appointed by the Governor 
and confirmed by the State Senate" (Harben & Hartley, 2000, p.7). The State 
Board of Education is charged by the Official Code of Georgia to: 
(a) supervise and allocate funds for the operation of the State Department 
of Education, 
(b) define and implement state law by passing rules to govern local school 
systems, 
(c) conduct comprehensive studies to determine the need for public 
school buildings, 
(d) determine the safety and educational requirements of public school 
buildings, 
(e) plan a method of financing the cost of constructing and equipping 
public school buildings, 
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(f) establish a code of school building practices and standards. (Harben & 
Hartley, 2000). 
The rule-making function is perhaps the most important responsibility of 
the State Board of Education. When making policy the State Board of Education 
acts as a legislative body, but it must provide an opportunity for input by board 
members, educators and other citizens interested in the matters the rule 
concerns (Harben & Harley, 2000). Basically, a State Board of Education policy 
carries the weight of a state law or statute. 
State Superintendent's Role and Responsibilities 
The State Board of Education's chief state school officer is referred to as 
the State Superintendent of Schools. The Georgia Constitution requires this 
position to be elected at the same time and for the same term as the Governor 
(Harben & Hartley, 2000). The roles of the State Superintendent spelled out by 
state law are numerous. They range from providing instructions to local school 
districts to inspecting school operations; however, it is important to understand 
that the main role of the State Superintendent it to ensure that the wills of the 
State Board of Education and Georgia State Legislature are being carried out by 
local school systems by directing the State Department of Education. In turn the 
Department of Education reports to the Education Coordinating Council, which is 
under the direct supervision of the Governor (Education Coordinating Council, 
2002). 
State Educational Agencies' Roles and Responsibilities 
There are at least six other state agencies that play a significant role in the 
management of the Georgia public school system. Three of these state 
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agencies, the Education Coordinating Council, the Office of Education 
Accountability, and the Education Information Steering Committee, were created 
by the A+ Education Reform Act that was adopted by the General Assembly in 
2000 (Harben & Hartley, 2000). All three of these agencies report directly to the 
Governor. Both the Professional Standards Commission, which governs teacher 
certification and ethics (Georgia Public Standards Commission, 2002), and the 
Office of School Readiness, which governs the Pre-K and Head Start programs 
(Office of School Readiness, 2002), are very influential state agencies that report 
to the Education Coordinating Council (Education Coordinating Council, 2002). 
The Office of Planning and Budget for the State of Georgia has a branch that 
creates and controls the state's educational budget. This office is also under the 
direct control of the Governor. Each of these six offices has its own set of 
standards and rules that govern local school districts and local boards of 
education. 
Local Boards of Education Role and Responsibilities 
In Article VIII, Section V, the Georgia Constitution (1982) continues to 
outline the educational system, by placing each school system "under the 
management and control of a board of education". These local boards of 
education act as political sub-divisions of the state (What School Board Members 
Must Know, 1996). The major duties of a local board of education in Georgia 
include, but are not limited to: 
(i) interpreting the educational needs of the school community; 
(j) developing policies, in accordance with the law and in accordance with 
the educational needs of the people; 
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(k) evaluating and acting upon the nominations of personnel as presented 
by the Superintendent; 
(I) approving or disapproving the budget, financial reports, audits.. 
(m)whereby the administration may formulate procedures, regulations, 
and other guides for the orderly accomplishment of school business; 
(n) adopting regulations concerning the use of school property; 
(o) appraising the efficiency of the schools and of the service rendered in 
terms of value to the community; 
(p) keeping the citizenry intelligently informed of the purpose, value, 
conditions, and needs of public education within the community; 
(q) acquiring the establishment and maintenance of records, accounts, 
archives, management methods, and procedures considered essential 
to the efficient conduct of school business. (Georgia School Board 
Legal Reference Manual, 2000) 
Each major duty listed above could be further delineated into additional 
duties and responsibilities, all of which fall under the responsibility of the local 
school board. The task becomes even more daunting when one considers how 
local boards of education must respond to and follow the federal and state laws, 
regulations and rules enacted by Congress, Georgia's General Assembly, the 
State Board of Education, the State Department of Education and many other 
state and federal administrative agencies and the subsequent interpretations 
placed on those enactments by the state and federal courts (Harben & Hartley, 
2000). A job that looks straightforward, suddenly becomes a convoluted web of 
legal intricacies and educational policies. 
Local Superintendent's Roles and Responsibilities 
The person charged with helping local school boards to manage an 
evermore-complicated educational system, while properly adhering to all federal 
and state laws, is the local school superintendent. In the state of Georgia, this 
office has changed significantly in the past decade (Harben & Hartley, 2000). 
The state of Georgia ratified a constitutional amendment in 1992 that required 
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that all school board members be elected into office and that school 
superintendents be appointed by the elected board of education. This law came 
into effect in 1998. This new dynamic relationship has changed the way school 
systems are being managed, although the provisions of the state constitution and 
various school laws that create the duties and responsibilities of these two 
entities has changed very little since 1945 (Harben & Hartley). 
Since Georgia law does not specifically spell out how certain duties and 
responsibilities should be carried out by the board of education and school 
superintendent, debate amongst boards of education and school superintendents 
on each other's role is common (Harben & Harley, 2000). This confusion does 
not help superintendents who are trying to carry out the exhausting list of duties 
and responsibilities that have been set out by law. The Official Code of Georgia 
spells out no less than ten specific duties and responsibilities for a school 
superintendent. The county school superintendent: 
(a) shall be the executive officer of the local board of education; 
(b) shall be the agent of the local board in procuring such school 
equipment and materials as it may order; 
(c) shall ensure that the prescribed textbooks are used by students; 
(d) shall verify all accounts before an application is made to the local 
board for an order for payment; 
(e) shall keep a record of all official acts, which, together with all the 
books, papers, and property appertaining to the office, shall be 
turned over to the successor. 
(f) shall enforce all regulations and rules of the State School 
Superintendent and of the local board according to the laws of the 
state and the rules and regulations made by the local board that are 
not in conflict with state laws; 
(g) shall visit every school within the local school system to become 
familiar with the studies taught in the schools, 
(h) shall observe what advancement is being made by the students, 
(i) shall counsel with the faculty, and 
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(j) shall otherwise aid and assist in the advancement of public 
education. (Official Code of Georgia, 2002) 
School Board Members' Roles and Responsibilities 
As individuals, school board members hold no power; however, as a 
collective body they are responsible for the oversight of the education of the 
children in that school system (McCarthy & Cambron-McCabe, 1992). The 
method of selecting school board members in the state of Georgia has changed 
drastically over the past 55 years, from almost all school board members being 
appointed, to all school board members being elected since the 1992 Georgia 
Constitutional amendment (Harben & Hartley, 2000). This change has changed 
the political landscape of education by increasing the level of accountability of 
school board members to the general public. With the local school board directly 
accountable to the electorate and the superintendent answerable to the board, 
the local board's authority and involvement in making the decisions as to how 
students in their districts will be educated has increased significantly (Harben & 
Harley, 2000). School board members are expected to have enough knowledge 
to make informed decisions on policies and legal issues that are involved in 
several educational areas such as school finance, school curriculum, personnel, 
student achievement, strategic planning and school facilities. 
Each of the areas of school finance, school curriculum, personnel, student 
achievement, strategic planning and school facilities are important to the 
effectiveness of a school system (Bjork, 2001). For example, in the area of 
school finance, school board members are expected to set millage rates for the 
district, review and approve the school system's budget, understand the sources 
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of school funds and the manner in which they can be spent, and be familiar with 
proper steps in securing additional finances among many other things (Harben & 
Hartley, 2000). As in the area of school finance, school curriculum, personnel 
student achievement, strategic planning and school facilities each have many 
facets, requiring school board members to have detailed knowledge to fully 
understand the issues at hand. 
School board members are constantly faced with these complex issues 
and have to re-educate themselves in these educational areas. The need for 
school board members to have mandatory continuous training is evident from the 
amount of knowledge expected of these citizens. "Given that few board 
members have a professional background in education, they are likely to lack 
expertise in many areas their board must address. For this reason, those 
concerned with school governance have long advocated enhanced board 
member training and preparation" (National School Board Association, 2002, p. 
19). 
The Relationship between Superintendents and School Board Members 
Boards of education and superintendents manage the business that will 
educate the majority of America's citizenry (Hayes, 2001). The relationship 
between the superintendent and board of education sets the tone for the rest of 
the school district and can lead to either a high achieving or underachieving 
school district. This relationship is so "...dramatically important that it affects the 
philosophy, direction, and inner workings of the district" (Rhodes, 1993, p. 83). 
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The current data on the status of the relationship between school boards 
and superintendents in the United States is very conflicting (see Table 1). 
Studies contain conflicting data. Some data creates the perception that 
superintendents as being under fire and in the middle of a whirlwind of strife and 
conflict (Glass, 2000; Glass, 2002; Glass, Bjork & Brunner, 2000; Hayes, 2001), 
while other information points to reality that is not nearly so bleak (Glass, 2000; 
Glass, 2002; Glass, et. al., 2000). 
According to Hayes (2001), the average tenure for school superintendents 
in urban and suburban communities was two and half years and five and half 
years respectively. If this were true it would be a good indication there are some 
major problems with the superintendency in the United States. This information is 
commonly accepted as the status quo by the media (Glass, Bjork & Brunner, 
2000); however, it may not be a true reflection of the number of year's 
superintendents actually hold their jobs. The 2000 Study of the American 
Superintendency, sponsored by the American Association of School 
Administrators (AASA), found that the average tenure of a superintendent was 
between five to six years. This study asked superintendents to indicate how 
many superintendent jobs they have held and how many years they have been a 
superintendent during their careers. The researcher's then divided the number of 
jobs by number of years as a superintendent (Glass, Bjork & Brunner, 2000). 
Another study sponsored by the AASA in 1999 found the average tenure 
to be 7.25 years. This study simply asked superintendents to indicate the number 
of years they had held their current job (Cooper, Fusarelli & Carella, 2000). 
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Each school district that has a strained board of education/ superintendent 
relationship has its own unique set of contributing factors that have helped create 
the relationship. Some of the more common are personal agendas, lack of trust 
between the two parties, poor communication, limited commitment to 
improvement, interpersonal conflict and neglect of policy and rules (Goodman , 
et. al.,1997; Hayes, 2001). Across the United States one of the major 
contributing factors to a superintendent leaving a district is the failure of the 
relationship between the board of education and the superintendent. This failure 
often centers on the difficult task of establishing clear roles and responsibilities 
for the school board and the superintendent (Hayes, 2001). 
It is frequently stated that it is the board of education's job to make policy 
and the superintendent's job to carry out this policy; however, the development of 
policy is a joint responsibility, with the superintendent acting as an expert 
consultant to the board of education (Hayes, 2001.). Jerry Ingram, a founder of 
the Institute of Continuing Education for School Leaders and former 
Superintendent of Cobb County School System in Georgia, believes that most 
bad board of education/ superintendent relationships in Georgia center around 
the confusion of what is the appropriate role of the school board member and the 
superintendent which leads to a lack of clear direction for the school district 
(Robertson, 2002a). 
The state of Georgia ratified a constitutional amendment in 1992 that 
required all school board members be elected into office (enforcement began in 
1993) and that school superintendents be appointed by the local board of 
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education (enforcement began in 1998). This new relationship has changed the 
way school systems are being managed, although the state constitution and 
various school laws that outline the duties and responsibilities of these two 
entities have changed very little since 1945 (Harben & Hartley, 2000). The 
appointment of school superintendents has completely changed the philosophy 
and focus of the role of boards of education and school board members in 
Georgia (Robertson, 2002a). 
Georgia law, however, does not specifically spell out how the duties and 
responsibilities of school board members and superintendents should be carried 
out (Harben & Harley, 2000). This lack of guidance leads to debates over legal 
issues as well as how each can "best participate in the leading of governing of 
the school district" (Harben & Hartley, 2000, p. 32). Some boards and 
superintendents constantly debate over whether boards of education should 
micromanage the school district or whether the superintendent needs to consult 
the board in all major decisions affecting the school district (Goodman, Fulbright 
& Zimmerman, 1997; Harben & Harley, 2000). These struggles over scope of 
authority are commonplace and most often center on personnel decisions and 
budget administration (Goodman, et. al, 1997; Hayes, 2001). In some cases, 
superintendents spend up to fifty percent of their time dealing with 
subcommittees and individual board members on these two subjects (Goodman, 
et. al.). 
However, the picture painted by the above authors and studies may not be 
completely adequate. Other studies have data that indicate a much better 
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working relationship between superintendents and school boards. Eighty-four 
percent of the 267 superintendents surveyed in the Superintendent Leaders Look 
at the Superintendency, School Boards and Reform study in 2000 were 
evaluated by their school boards as excellent (Glass, 2000). In a much larger 
study of superintendents, it was found that ninety-one percent of school boards 
evaluated their superintendent as "good" or "excellent" (Glass, Bjork & Brunner, 
2000). A 2001 survey of school board presidents, School Board Presidents and 
Their View of the Superintendency, found that almost ninety percent of school 
board presidents felt like the new school superintendent was "very successful" or 
"successful" during his/her initial year (Glass, 2002). 
Recent studies also show that the majority of school board presidents and 
superintendents believe that a good relationship exists between the school board 
and superintendents (Glass, 2000; Glass, 2002;Glass, Bjork & Brunner, 2000) 
and that the most serious challenges that superintendents and boards are faced 
with are financial concerns not internal conflicts over school board and 
superintendent's roles (Glass, 1992; Glass, Bjork & Brunner, 2000; Glass, 2001; 
Glass, 2002). 
School districts that have a positive working relationship between the 
board of education and superintendent share common characteristics such as: 
(a) The roles of the board of education and superintendent have been 
clearly defined and are adhered to by both parties (Bennett, 1993; 
Benson, 1993; Goodman, Fulbright & Zimmerman, 1997; Hayes, 2001; 
Karre, 1993; Shibles, Rallis & Deck, 2001; Rhodes, 1993; Vaubel, 
1993: Vens & Kimmet, 1993). 
(b) Boards of education function as true policy boards and support their 
superintendent and superintendents support boards of education in 
their effort to create effective policy (Goodman, et. al., 1997; Hayes, 
2001; King, 1993). 
(c) The lines of communication between the board of education and 
superintendent are constantly open and are made a priority by both 
parties involved so as to build a trusting team of school governance 
(Anstey, 1993; Daeschner, 1993; Flynn, 1993; Goodman, et. al. 1997; 
Hayes, 2001; Iowa School Board Compass, 2000; Jenson, 1993; 
Kruse, 1993; Morgan, 1993; Robinson, 1993; Shibles, Rallis & Deck, 
2001; Williams, 1993). 
A good solid relationship between the superintendent and board of 
education is imperative to the success of today's ever-increasing complex 
educational system (Dunn, 2001). Current data on the status of this relationship 
is inconclusive. It fluctuates between extremely successful partnerships to 
school systems that are riddled with conflict and internal strife. 
How School District Size Affects the Superintendency 
Although there has never been a study conducted for the sole purpose of 
determining the effects of school district size on the superintendency, information 
from other studies demonstrate differences created by the size of the school 
district (Glass, 1992; Glass, 2000). Overall, larger school districts tend to have 
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school board members who are perceived as more prepared and more qualified 
school board members than smaller school districts (Glass, 1992; Glass, 2000). 
It may be no surprise then, the larger the school district that the more training 
school board members receive (Glass, 1992; Glass, 2000). Even though over 
fifty percent of superintendents in every sized school district felt that school board 
members were "qualified" for the position, school board members are more likely 
to be perceived as "not qualified" by their school superintendents in smaller 
districts than larger ones (Glass, 1992; Glass, 2000). Typically, superintendents 
of large school districts, over 25,000 students, spend one to two more hours a 
week in direct contact with school board members than superintendents of small 
school districts (Glass, 2000). 
How Gender Effects the Superintendency 
Research through the years has found basic differences in leadership 
styles between males and females (Helgeson, 1990; Porat, 1991; Ramsey, 1998; 
Young, 1993). Female leaders tend to view communication as a tool for 
understanding, whereas male leaders use communication as a power tool 
(Young, 1993). Female leaders schedule time to share information (Helgeson, 
1990) and make decisions through collaboration more often than males (Young, 
93). In school districts leadership manifests itself by who creates policy. Females 
are more likely to delegate or share the responsibility of policy-making with other 
educators (Glass, 2000). Only thirty-five of female superintendents believe they 
are the main policy-making force in the school district, as opposed to forty-four 
percent of non-minority superintendents (Glass, 2000). 
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Female superintendents tend to view their job differently than their male 
counterparts. Female superintendents are more likely to believe they were hired 
to be an educational leader of their school districts than non-minority 
superintendents (Glass, 2000). Female superintendents are more likely to rate 
their school board members as "not qualified" as non-minority superintendents; 
however, over seventy-five percent of females believe they were helped by a 
good old boy/girl system during their career. This is in contrast to approximately 
fifty-two of non-minority superintendents (Glass, 1992, Glass, 2000). 
How Race Effects the Superintendency 
Information from several different studies demonstrates the differences in 
the superintendencies of minorities and non-minorities (Glass, 1992; Glass, 
2000; Ramsey, 1998). Similar to female superintendents, forty-nine percent of 
minority superintendents believe they were hired by their districts to be 
educational leaders, as opposed to thirty-eight percent non-minority 
superintendents (Glass, 2000). Minority superintendents are more likely to share 
in the responsibility of developing policy (Ramsey, 1998; Glass, 2000). In 1998, 
Ramsey found that African-American women school leaders were less directive 
and more relationship-oriented than their white counterparts (Ramsey, 1998). 
Only twenty-eight percent of minority superintendents view themselves as the 
main policy-maker in their school district, as opposed to forty-four percent of non- 
minority superintendents being the main policy-maker (Glass, 2000). This may 
be because minority superintendents tend to view school board members as "not 
well qualified" more than non-minority superintendents and minority 
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superintendents perceive school board members as having special agendas 
more than non-minority superintendents (Glass, 1992; Glass, 2000). 
School Boards' Influence on Student Learning 
Research on the effects school boards have on student achievement is 
under evaluated (Iowa School Board Compass, 2000). In fact, there has only 
been one major study on how school boards effect student achievement. In 
2000, the Iowa Association of School Boards (IASB) conducted a study to find 
links between what school boards do and the achievement of students in those 
schools (Iowa Association of School Boards, 2000). Since Iowa had not built a 
reliable school database, the study used school systems in Georgia. The study 
identified high and low achieving school systems then gained permission from six 
of the school systems to conduct the study in their system. The districts were 
selected because they contained one or more schools that ranked very high or 
very low for all three academic years 1995-96, 1996-97 and 1997-98 on 
standardized achievement test data and a variety of other indicators. The 
standardized tests used were the Iowa Basic Skills Test and the Georgia High 
School Graduation Test. According to the study, there were three key 
differences in school boards that were high achieving and low achieving. The 
first was high achieving school districts believed that all children could achieve 
regardless of economic and community conditions. Secondly, high achieving 
districts understood and focused on school renewal. The last difference was the 
belief and every school building in the district acted upon focus on school 
renewal. School renewal, as defined by the Iowa Association of School Boards, 
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has seven elements. These elements are shared leadership, continuous 
improvement/ shared decision-making, ability to create and sustain initiatives 
supportive workplace for staff, support for school sites through data and 
information and community involvement After the study was conducted the 
IASB changed significantly. It expanded its school board member training to 
focus on school renewal and student achievement It re-defined the roles of 
school boards versus professional educators, and designated some school 
districts as "lighthouse" districts to serve as guides for school districts in the state 
(Iowa Association of School Boards. 2000). 
Past Studies on School Board Member Training 
There have been three main studies in the past fifteen years that 
evaluated school board member training (see Table 2). In 1987 Rex Douglas 
and Claradme Johnson conducted a study to determine the training needs of 
school board members in Kansas. This study surveyed 304 school board 
members, principals and school board superintendents, one from each school 
district in Kansas. The study used the Educational Administration Skills 
Inventory (EASI) to determine the training needs of school board members. This 
instrument had two sets of items: behavioral skills (i.e. problem analysis, 
judgment, leadership, decisiveness, etc.) and board activities (i.e. long-range 
planning, budget development^ program evaluation, etc.). The EASI has the 
participants rate each item two ways. First the participants are to rate the 
importance of the item to the success of a school board member. Secondly the 
participants are to rate how successful school board members are at performing 
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the item. Any item that was rated as being important but was also rated as not 
being successfully done be school board members would show a need for school 
board member training. The responses of all three groups surveyed (school 
board members, superintendents and school board chairpersons) demonstrated 
a need for training in the areas of budget development and long-range planning. 
Community relations, program evaluation and school climate were identified by at 
least two of the groups surveyed as training needs. The study also found that 
the age of the school board member and the size of the district affected the 
importance and the performance level of ratings given to behavioral skills and 
school board member activities (Douglas, & Johnson.). 
James Parker (1992) wrote a dissertation based on a quantitative study 
that tried to identify what knowledge areas the school board chairpersons and 
school superintendents deemed to be essential for successful performance as a 
school board member in Georgia. Parker had 141 school superintendents and 
96 school board chairpersons out of a possible 183 participate in his study. He 
concluded that the areas school board members needed additional knowledge in 
the very basics: how to conduct school board meetings, understanding of the 
board's role in policy-making, how to develop a budget, and an understanding of 
the importance of the decision-making process (Parker). This study also found 
that school board members had little desire to look for information about teaching 
processes, curriculum development and school law (Parker). 
Fredrick Hess, who holds dual positions in the Department of Government 
and the School Of Education for the University of Virginia, recently submitted a 
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very large quantitative study, over 800 school districts, to the National School 
Board Association on the conditions and challenges of school district governance 
(National School Board Association, 2002). This study addressed the three 
questions: In which areas do school board members actually receive training^ 
Does the extent of training vary with district size? How much additional training, if 
any, do board members desire? Hess's study looked at eleven specific 
dimensions of board activity. He found that between 50% and 75% of school 
board members reported having received training in each area (National School 
Board Association). The extent of training differed substantially between large 
and small district school board members with at least 75% of school board 
members in large school districts reporting training in at least 7 of the 11 areas 
surveyed (National School Board Association). The last section of the study 
found that school board members indicated limited interest in additional training, 
with 10% to 20% desiring additional training on most topics and with smaller 
district school board members desiring additional training more than larger 
districts (National School Board Association). 
Current training of School Board Members in the United States 
The emphasis placed upon training school board members varies greatly 
from state to state. Some states have mandated training programs, while others 
have certification procedures or recognition level based on training hours and 
some have no type of formal training program (see Table 3). The information on 
current school board member training breaks down the United States into 
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geographic regions. Although each makes its own determination on how and if 
school board members should have formal training, it is interesting to note that 
some generalizations about certain regions can be drawn. For instance the 
Southeastern and Southwestern portions of the United States contain the 
majority of states that mandate school board member training (ARSB, 2002; 
AZSBA, 2002; KSBA, 2002; GSBA, 2002; LSBA, 2002; National School Board 
Association, 2000; MSBA, 2002; NCSBA, 2002; NMSBA, 2002; OSSBA, 2002; 
TASB, 2002; TSBA, 2002; SCSBA, 2002). In contrast none of the Northeastern 
and Western states have mandated training for school board members and few 
even have certification or recognition programs for training (AASB, 2002; CABE, 
2002; MABE, 2002; MASC, 2002; National School Board Association, 2000; 
NHSBA, 2002; NYSSBA, 2002; RIASC, 2002; VTVSBA, 2002; WSBA-WY, 
2002). 
School Board Member Training in the Central States 
Only three states in the Central part of the United States requires training 
of school board members, Minnesota, Missouri and North Dakota (MNSBA, 
2002; National School Board Association, 2000; NDSBA, 2002; Kansas City 
Consensus School Governance Task Force, 2001). Minnesota's only 
requirement is a three-hour course on school finance and, according to Jan 
Rhode, Minnesota School Board Association's Board Development Director, 
there is no penalty for non- compliance (MNSBA, 2002; Robertson, 2002b); 
however, Minnesota does offer an extensive voluntary incentive program. 
Missouri is the only central state that has mandated training for school board 
members and a certification program. Missouri state law mandates sixteen hours 
of training, although there are no negative consequences if school board 
members do not complete the training (Kansas City Consensus School 
Governance Task Force, 2001). Six states (Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Montana, 
North Dakota, Ohio) have a certification program that credits school board 
members for the amount of training that has been attended (IASB, 2002; IASB- 
IND, 2002; MASB, 2002; MTSB, 2002; National School Board Association, 2000; 
OASB, 2002). Five states (Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska, South Dakota, and 
Wisconsin) do not have any certification programs or mandatory training for 
school board members (National School Board Association, 2000; Kansas City 
Consensus School Governance Task Force, 2001). 
School Board Member Training in the Mid- Atlantic States 
Three of the six states (New Jersey, Virginia and West Virginia) in the Mid- 
Atlantic States have mandatory training programs for new school board members 
(National School Board Association, 2000; NJSBA, 2002; VSBA, 2002; VSBA, 
2002). New Jersey and Virginia also have school board member certification 
programs to go along with the mandatory training (National School Board 
Association, 2000; NJSBA, 2002; VSBA, 2002). Delaware also offers a 
certification program for its school board members (National School Board 
Association, 2000; DSBA, 2002). Two states (Maryland and Pennsylvania) do 
not have mandatory training or offer any certification programs for their school 
board members (National School Board Association, 2000). None of the Mid- 
Atlantic States have mandatory training after their initial orientation for new 
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school board members (National School Board Association, 2000; NJSBA, 2002; 
VSBA, 2002; WVSBA, 2002). 
School Board Member Training in the Northeastern States 
There are seven Northeastern States (Connecticut, Maine, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island and Vermont). None 
of them have mandatory training or certification programs for school board 
members (National School Board Association, 2000; CABE, 2002; MABE, 2002; 
MASC, 2002; NHSBA, 2002; NYSSBA, 2002; RIASC, 2002; VTVSBA, 2002). 
Only one state, Massachusetts, offers a recognition program of school board 
member training (MASC, 2002); however, each state offers either training 
information on-line or training workshops (CABE, 2002; MABE, 2002; MASC, 
2002; NHSBA, 2002; NYSSBA, 2002; RIASC, 2002; VTVSBA, 2002). 
School Board Member Training in the Southeastern States 
The states in the Southeastern part of the United States use a variety of 
different approaches and methods to promote school board member training. 
Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee 
require training (TSBA, 2002; SCSBA, 2002; MSBA, 2002; NCSBA, 2002; KSBA, 
2002; GSBA, 2002), while Alabama and Florida only ask for volunteers to 
participate in training programs (AASB, 2002; FSBA, 2002). One state, 
Alabama, has a federally subsidized program (AASB, 2002) that covers the cost 
of the training expense, but in most states the local school board has to pay the 
cost of training its school board members. 
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Neither Alabama nor Florida requires school board member training. Both 
of these states have voluntary programs that try to entice school board members 
into training through special recognition. Alabama's program consists of a school 
for school board members called the School Board Member Academy (AASB, 
2002). Julie Mclnnis, Director of Membership Services at the AASB, stated the 
Academy "provides a $45 a day per diem to school board members through a 
federal grant. This roughly covers the cost of the training fee. Then the local 
school boards only have to pay for the cost of a hotel room, since most of the 
meals are provided at the training" (Robertson, 2002c). School board members 
are recognized for attending workshops in any state or national organization and 
through local in-service training provided by the Alabama Association of School 
Boards (AASB, 2002). 
Most of the Academy's training focuses upon school board members' roles 
and responsibilities, policy development, Alabama school finance, the board's 
role in staff development, education law, managing the curriculum, 
communication, and procedures during a school board meeting (AASB, 2002). 
The Academy has four different levels of recognition that can be attained by 
school board members. In order for a school board member to attain the 
distinction of Master School Board Member he/she must complete all four 
achievement levels and have continued his/her boardmanship training (AASB). 
Currently, Alabama has slightly over 50% of its school board members 
participating in the Academy (Robertson, 2002c). 
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Florida's Board Development Program was established in 1990 because 
of state legislation that encouraged the development of a state plan for board 
development (FSBA, 2002). Florida's Board Development Program is designed 
to recognize school board members and the school boards they represent. 
School board members can earn the title of Certified Board Member or Advanced 
Boardmanship Certifications in this training program. Certified Board Members 
have demonstrated awareness of boardmanship, planning overview, curriculum/ 
instruction, state/federal legislation, school law, policymaking, school finance, 
human resources, public relations, community, current issues, and diversity 
through points gained through training programs (FSBA). Advanced 
Boardmanship Certification is gained by becoming a Certified Board Member 
then completing a portfolio containing records of state/national leadership roles 
and educational presentations made to community members (FBSA). In the 
Board Development Program school boards can also be recognized if enough of 
its school board members have earned either Certified Board Member status or 
have obtained Advanced Boardmanship Certification (FSBA). 
The Tennessee School Board Association requires all school board 
members to participate in seven hours of training annually and complete four 
basic core modules (Policy, Board/ Superintendent Relations, Vision, and 
Advocacy) provided by the School Board Academy within a four-year period of 
being elected to office (TSBA, 2002). In addition, new school board members 
have to attend a two-day training session that is sponsored by the Tennessee 
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Department of Education (TSBA). If a school board member fails to meet these 
requirements he/she may be removed from office (TSBA). 
South Carolina, Mississippi, North Carolina, and Kentucky all have state 
mandated school board member training programs that offer incentives by 
recognizing various levels of achievement through training. South Carolina 
Boards Association's Boardmanship Institute provides workshops that focus on 
school law, finance, legislation, instruction/curriculum and the special needs of 
certain school board members (new school board members, school board 
candidates and board chairman) (SCSBA, 2002). The Institute rewards points 
that help school board members reach one of six levels of achievement 
(SCSBA). 
Mississippi's new school board members are required to take a twelve 
hour training course on responsibilities of school board members, legal 
regulations and restrictions, developing community support and common 
circumstances school board members encounter within the first six months after 
being elected or appointed to office (MSBA, 2002). Every school board member 
is required to attend six hours of training that focuses on "timely issues" (MSBA). 
Like Tennessee, a school board member who fails to obtain the required number 
of hours of training may be removed from office (MSBA). Mississippi School 
Boards Association, like Florida, recognizes school board members and local 
boards of education that exceed specified training requirements. School board 
members have the opportunity to obtain three levels of awards for achievement 
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in boardmanship, while local boards of education can obtain two different levels 
of achievement (MSBA). 
North Carolina School Boards Association provides an Academy for 
School Boardsmanship so school board members can receive their state 
mandated twelve hours of annual training (NCSBA, 2002). This annual training 
focuses around the areas of school law, school finance, and duties and 
responsibilities of local boards of education (NCSBA). North Carolina School 
Boards Association also provides incentives by recognizing school board 
members who have earned enough training credits to reach various levels of 
board member achievement (NCSBA). 
One of the most successful school board member training programs in the 
Southeastern United States in terms of participation level is Kentucky's. In 2000, 
all of Kentucky's school board members met their annual training requirements 
with eighty-nine percent of them exceeding the mandated level (KSBA, 2002a). 
Kentucky's state mandated training program requirements are based on the 
experience level of the school board member. School board members with zero 
to three years of service are required to attend twelve hours of training annually 
(KSBA, 2002a). These board members receive training in the areas of school 
law, school finance, community relations, policy development, personnel 
relations, instructional programs, superintendent/board relations, goal setting, 
evaluation of superintendent and special population children (KSBA, 2002b). In 
addition to the twelve hours, new school board members attend a year-round, 
comprehensive program of in-service training called the KSBA Academy of 
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Studies (KSBA, 2002a). This Academy is "designed to help new board 
members make the transition from citizen to community leader and policy maker 
while enabling veteran board members to expand their knowledge and skills as 
well as sharing their experiences with other board members" (KSBA, 2002c, 
paragraph 1). School board members who have four to seven years of 
experience are required to have eight hours of training, while school board 
members with over seven years of experience are only required to have four 
hours of training annually (KSBA, 2002a). 
Southeastern states have approached school board member training by 
using state mandated regulations (Tennessee), volunteer programs that 
recognize boardmanship achievement (Alabama & Florida) and with state 
mandated training that also recognizes boardmanship achievement (South 
Carolina, Mississippi, North Carolina and Kentucky). It is important to note that 
although the training topics vary slightly from state to state, they all center on the 
policies and legal aspects of school finance, curriculum, and personnel. These 
topics are of vital importance to all local boards of education, regardless of the 
state in which they are found. 
School Board Member Training in the Southwestern States 
Of the six Southwestern states (Arkansas, Arizona, Louisiana, New 
Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas) four of them (Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma and 
Texas) have laws that mandate some level of training for school board members. 
(National School Board Association, 2000; ARSB, 2002b; AZSBA, 2002; LSBA, 
2002; NMSBA, 2002; OSSBA, 2002; TASB, 2002). Each of the four states has 
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variations in the amount of training that is required. Arkansas, Louisiana and 
Oklahoma's requirements only apply to new school board members and are very 
basic. For instance Arkansas requires six hours of training for new school board 
members (ARSB, 2002b) and Oklahoma law requires 15 hours of training during 
the elected term of the new school board member (OSSBA, 2002). Texas law 
mandates training for new and veteran school board members. Texas requires 
ten hours of training for new school board members during their first year in office 
and five hours of training every subsequent year a school board member is in 
office (TASB, 2002). 
Louisiana, New Mexico and Texas all have school board member training 
certification programs (National School Board Association, 2002; LASB, 2002; 
NMSBA, 2002; TASB, 2002). Texas's program has a very detailed program that 
is laid out by state educational law (TASB, 2002). 
School Board Member Training in the Western States 
There are ten states in the Western States (Alaska, California, Colorado, 
Hawaii, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington and Wyoming). Only Alaska 
and Wyoming have certification programs for school board members (AASB: 
Board Standards, 2002; National School Board Association, 2000; WSBA-WY, 
2002). None of the Western states have mandatory training for school board 
members (National School Board Association, 2000; CSBA, 2002; CASB, 2002; 
IDSBA, 2002; OSBA, 2002; WSSDA, 2002; WSBA-WY, 2002). Washington and 
Colorado offer recognition programs for school board members who attended 
training sessions (CASB, 2002; WSSDA, 2002). It should be noted that Hawaii 
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only has a state board of education, so there is no need for a training program 
(Hawaii State Board of Education, 2002). Although California does not mandate 
school board member training, they do have in place a school board member 
certification program, and they offer a recognition program for school board 
member training. They do have one of the most comprehensive training 
programs to develop school board members in the country (CSBA, 2002). 
School Board Member Training in Georgia 
Section 20-2-230 of the Official Code of Georgia requires that every new 
school board member attend twelve hours of training (Georgia School Laws, 
2002). This initial training is split into two days. Six hours of the training must be 
dedicated to school finance information and procedures. Pam Harrison, staff 
assistant at the Leadership Academy, noted that the remaining training primarily 
consists of policy-making procedures, proper communication protocols and 
guidelines on board meeting procedures (Robertson, 2002d). After this initial 
training, school board members are required to attend one day or six hours of 
training annually "to ensure the effective management and operation of local 
units of administration" (Georgia School Laws, p. 124). Although Georgia's 
training program has mandated training for school board members, that law has 
a major loophole. Pam Harrison also stated that if a school board member 
chooses not to participate in these training sessions there are no legal 
repercussions expressed in the law (Robertson, 2002d). 
Through the direction of the Leadership Academy in the Department of 
Education, the Georgia School Boards Association (GSBA), along with other 
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agencies and organizations such as the Regional Educational Service Agencies 
(RESA) or a local university, provide school board member training at various 
times and locations throughout the state (Georgia Department of Education: 
Leadership Academy, 2002). The Leadership Academy is the state agency that 
certifies training sessions and keeps up with school board members' training 
hours. Local boards of education can ask for training from the GSBA or another 
agency to provide training in specific areas that need to be addressed. This is a 
fairly common practice around the state. Most training sessions fall under the 
general topic of "Rules and Responsibilities". This broad topic allows the training 
sessions to cover almost any educational topic that school board members may 
need more training on during the session (Robertson, 2002d). 
Summary 
Education in today's society is an extremely complex organization that has 
a tremendous amount of public scrutiny placed upon it. Sweeping educational 
reform is being experienced throughout the United States. Superintendents, 
principals and teachers have felt the brunt of this movement and have been 
forced to meet more stringent standards to satisfy the American public. 
Amazingly the microscope of public opinion has not yet examined the 
people who comprise the local school boards. School board members are critical 
to the success of the local educational system. In recent years several national 
studies have examined the relationship of superintendents and the school boards 
they serve. Unfortunately, few studies have focused solely on school board 
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members. There have only been two in the past fifteen years that investigated 
the possible training needs of this vitally important group. 
Current training of school board members across the United States varies 
greatly between regions. Mandatory training of school board members is 
commonly seen in the Southern portions of the United States and is almost non¬ 
existent in Western and Northeastern States. Georgia is one of the fifteen states 
in the United States that does have mandatory training regulations for school 
board members; however, no studies have been done on the training needs of 
school board members since the state has embarked on educational reform. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study is to determine the perceived training needs of 
school board members in Georgia. The purpose of this chapter is to identify the 
research questions, the description of participants, the design of the research, 
and to identify the method of data collection and data analysis procedures to be 
used. 
Introduction 
Today's local boards of education is fighting on front lines for public 
education during a time when the nation is more focused than ever on holding 
schools accountable for student learning (Gemberling, Smith & Villani, 2000). 
However, boards of education are very often comprised of new members who 
have little, if any, previous experience in many matters of extreme importance 
such as school finance, curriculum, personnel and facilities (Seitz, 1994). This 
quandary has been looked at by various state governments and national/ state 
school board organizations across the country in recent years (McAdams, 2002; 
Iowa Association of School Boards, 2000; Kansas City Consensus School 
Governance Task Force, 2001; Study Team on Local Leadership Quality and 
Engagement, 2000; Goodman & Zimmerman, 2000; National School Board 
Association, 2002; Resnick & Seamon, 1999; National Commission on 
Governing America's Schools, 1999; Texas Business and Education Coalition, 
2000; Gemberling, Smith & Villani, 2000). These studies have begun the 
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process of evaluating the traditional role of school districts and the school boards 
that run them. 
Research Questions 
The overarching research question is - What are the training needs of 
school board members as perceived by school board chairpersons and local 
superintendents in the State of Georgia? 
Sub-questions 
1. How do school board chairpersons rate the actual knowledge levels of school 
board members? 
2. What are the school board chairpersons' ideal knowledge levels of school 
board members? 
3. How do school district superintendents rate the actual knowledge levels of 
school board members? 
4. What are the school district superintendents' ideal knowledge levels of school 
board members? 
5. Is there a significant difference between school board chairpersons' and 
school district superintendents' views about school board member actual and 
ideal knowledge levels? 
Research Design 
In order to determine how school superintendents and school board 
chairpersons perceive the training needs of school board members in the state of 
Georgia, the researcher used quantitative descriptive research techniques. 
Descriptive research "involves describing characteristics of a particular sample of 
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individuals or other phenomena" (Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996, p. 373). Although 
several national and state organizations have recently rethought or are currently 
re-thinking how they train school board members, there has not been any formal 
research done on the training needs of school board members in the state of 
Georgia since 1992 (Parker, 1992). Basic quantitative research needs to be 
done so the process of in-depth evaluation of the school board member training 
program can be conducted at a later date. 
Most education research has a strong inclination toward casual 
inference...however, unless researchers first generate an accurate 
description of an educational phenomenon as it exists, they lack a firm 
basis of explaining or changing it (Gall, et. al., 1996, p. 374) 
Correlational research allows the researcher to unearth the magnitude of a 
relationship between two variables (Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996). This study 
correlated school board chairpersons' and school district superintendents' views 
on school board members actual and ideal knowledge levels on educational 
issues such as budget, student achievement, school reform, curriculum, public 
relations and the roles and responsibilities of school board members and 
superintendents. This data can be used to demonstrate what school board 
chairpersons and school superintendents perceive as needed areas of school 
board member training. 
Population 
The population used in this study consisted of all of the 180 school 
superintendents and 180 school board chairpersons in the state of Georgia. 
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Both school superintendents and school board chairpersons provided vital and 
unique insight on the issue of the training needs of school board members in 
Georgia. Since the superintendents' relationship with school board members is 
critical to the success of the school district (Goodman & Zimmerman, 2000), the 
school superintendent's perceptions of school board members training needs 
provided insight from a professional educators point of view. School board 
chairpersons' perceptions of school board members' training needs provided self- 
evaluative insight on the issue. As the leader of the elected school board 
members, school board chairpersons are in a unique position of power providing 
a vital communication link between the superintendent and the school board 
members (Goodman, Fulbright & Zimmerman, 2000). 
Instrumentation 
When a researcher is interested in measurement of a large group's 
perceptions, often there is no available scale suitable for his purpose, thus it 
becomes necessary to create a self-designed survey (Edwards, 1957). There 
has only been one study in the past ten years on the training needs of school 
board members in Georgia (Parker, 1992), so a self-designed survey had to be 
developed by the researcher in order to provide data on the training needs of 
school board members in Georgia. Questions for the survey were developed 
from two instruments previously used in studies on school board members 
(Douglas & Johnson, 1987; Parker, 1992), two studies which collected data on 
school boards and their members (Iowa School Board Association, 2000; 
National School Board Association, 2002) and from an extensive review of 
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literature on the current training programs and future training needs of school 
board members in the United States. One should note that although the 
instrument used in this study was self-designed, its purpose was very similar to 
the Educational Administration Skills Inventory (EASI), which was used in 
Douglas and Johnson's 1987 study on school board member training. 
The survey had two sections. Section one asked the participants to 
provide demographic information such as the size of school district they are 
serving, years of experience, race, and gender. School board members survey 
(Appendix A) and school superintendents survey (Appendix B) differed in the 
manner years of experience was asked for by the researcher. School board 
members were asked the number of years experience on the board of education 
and superintendents were asked to indicate the number of years experience in 
education. This information was used so that the researcher could investigate 
whether demographic variables affected the participant's responses. 
Section two of the survey was comprised of six issue categories, budget 
issues, student achievement issues, school reform issues, curriculum issues, 
public relation issues, and roles and responsibilities of school board members 
and superintendents issues. A total of 20 items was contained in the six issue 
categories. The respondent rated school board members actual and ideal 
knowledge level on each item based on the four-point rating scale provided on 
the survey. Actual knowledge level ratings were defined on the survey as being 
based on a school board chairperson's or school superintendent's overall 
impressions of the board of education with which they work. Ideal knowledge 
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level ratings were defined on the survey as being based on the school board 
member's level of knowledge needed to perform his/her job in a professional 
manner. In order to force respondents to give definitive answers to items only 
four choices were given on the rating scale. The rating scale for each item was 
as follows: has no understanding of the item, has little understanding of the item, 
has an adequate understanding of the item, and has an in-depth understanding 
of the item. 
Procedures 
In January 2003, a study proposal, data collection instrument and 
informed consent letters was sent to the Georgia Southern University Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) for consideration (Appendix C). In March the researcher 
received approval from the IRB to collect data (Appendix D). Immediately upon 
reciept of the IRB approval the researcher sent an email to Jeannie Henry of the 
Georgia School Board Association (Appendix E) and John Hooper of the Georgia 
School Superintendent's Association (Appendix F) outlining the proposed study 
and asking for a letter of endorsement from each organization to be included with 
the survey. Although both organizations were interested in the results of the 
study, neither were able to endorse the study (Appendix G & Appendix H). 
The survey was field tested in Mississippi. A cover letter was sent with the 
field-test version of the survey, explaining the purpose of the survey and asking 
the participants to write what they thought about whether each item was clear 
and worded correctly (Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996). The field test found no problems 
with content so no changes were made to the instrument. 
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After receiving the results of the field test, the researcher mailed a 
package to every superintendent and school board chairperson in the state of 
Georgia. Each package contained a letter explaining the survey instrument and 
the study, either the School Board Chairperson Survey or the Superintendent 
Survey, and a self-addressed stamped envelope. 
The researcher created a system to keep the respondents identity 
confidential. A master code sheet was created that contained a code for every 
participant in the study. A number that corresponded with the code sheet was 
placed in the upper right hand corner of each survey. When the surveys were 
returned, the researcher's secretary checked-off the names on the master sheet. 
The first mailing of surveys was sent out in the first week of May. After the first 
mailing the researcher had 80 responses out of possible 180 from school 
superintendents (44% response rate) and only 30 responses out of a possible 
180 from school board chairpersons (17% response rate). On the 14th of May 
the researcher sent out a second mailing of surveys to the school board 
chairpersons. On the 23rd of May the researcher had 102 responses out of a 
possible 180 from school superintendents (57% response rate) and 55 
responses out a possible 180 from school board chairpersons (31% response 
rate). 
Data Analysis 
The statistical software program SPSS 11.5 was used to analyze the 
quantitative data. All descriptive statistics, such as frequencies, means and 
standard deviations, were computed by the SPSS 11.5 program (Cronk, 1999). 
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Survey items and the demographic information in section one of the survey was 
analyzed using the correlations components of SPSS 11.5. This allowed the 
researcher to determine if predictions could be made on the perceptions school 
superintendents or school board chairpersons had of school board member 
training needs based on the variables school district size, years of experience 
and race (Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996). SPSS 11.5 computed the mean of the 
ratings provided by superintendents and school board chairpersons for each 
items' actual and ideal knowledge level. Then SPSS 11.5 was used to compute 
paired sample tests to find any significant statistical difference between the 
responses of the superintendents' and school board chairpersons' perceptions of 
the actual and ideal knowledge level of school board members. Any correlation 
with a statistical difference less than five percent, (>. 05), was considered 
statistically significant (Crank, 1999). Any items that showed a significant 
difference between the responses given for actual and ideal school board 
member knowledge level was considered as a school board member training 
need. 
Summary 
Through the perceptions of school board chairpersons and 
superintendents this research was designed to illustrate the training needs of 
school board members. This data was gathered with the use of a self-designed 
survey that was created through the integration of past studies on school board 
member training, past studies on school boards and school board members and 
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an extensive search by the researcher of the educational literature on school 
board members training needs. 
The instrument was comprised of six categories-budget issues, student 
achievement issues, school reform issues, curriculum issues, public relation 
issues, and roles and responsibilities of school board members and 
superintendents. Each category contained at least two and no more than five 
items. The respondents were asked to rate each item by the ideal knowledge 
level and actual knowledge level of school board members. The survey used a 
four-point rating (has no understanding of the item, has little understanding of the 
item, has an adequate understanding of the item, and has an in-depth 
understanding of the item) so the respondents had to commit to an answer. 
The survey was approved by Georgia Southern University's IRB. It was 
then be field-tested in Mississippi by school superintendents and school board 
chairpersons. The study sought endorsement from the Georgia School Board 
Association and the Georgia School Superintendents Association; however, the 
survey did not obtain an endorsement from either organization. A cover letter 
explaining the survey, a survey and a self-addressed stamped envelope was 
mailed to every superintendent and school board chairperson in the state of 
Georgia. A second mailing was sent approximately two weeks from the first 
mailing to the all school board chairpersons whom did not respond to the first 
mailing of the survey. The information from the respondents was then processed 
and analyzed with the use of the SPSS 11.5 program. 
CHAPTER IV 
REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS 
The main purpose of this chapter was to analyze the responses of school 
board chairpersons and superintendents so as to determine the training needs of 
school board members in the state of Georgia. 
Introduction 
This study was designed to determine the training needs of school board 
members in the state of Georgia. The researcher created a survey that asked 
the participant to rate the actual and ideal knowledge levels of school board 
members on educational issues such as budget, student achievement, school 
reform, curriculum, public relations and the roles and responsibilities of school 
board members and superintendents. The ratings from which superintendents 
and school board chairpersons had to chose were: has no understanding of the 
item, has little understanding of the item, has an adequate understanding of the 
item, or has an in-depth understanding of the item. After being field-tested and 
cleared for validity, the survey was mailed to every superintendent and school 
board chairperson in the state of Georgia. 
Data analysis was conducted utilizing the SPSS 11.5 computer program. 
SPSS 11.5 generated descriptive statistics (frequency, means and standard 
deviations) and analyzed the actual and ideal knowledge level ratings on each 
item in the survey to determine if there were any significant differences in the 
responses. 
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Findings 
A total of 102 out of a possible 180 Georgia school superintendents 
responded to the study. The 102 responses represented a 57% response rate 
of the total mailing. A total of 55 out of a possible 180 Georgia school board 
chairpersons responded to the survey. The 55 responses represented a 31% 
response rate of the total school board chairpersons mailing. 
Superintendent's Demographic Information 
A total of 102 out of a possible 180 Georgia school superintendents 
responded to the study. The 102 responses represented a 57% response rate 
of the total mailing. The demographic profiles of the superintendents responding 
to the survey are broken down by size of the school district being served (Table 
4), years of experience in the field of education (Table 5), race (Table 6) and 
gender (Table 7). 
The respondents were evenly distributed between superintendents serving 
1001 to 2600 students (28.4%), 2601 to 5000 students (32.4%) and 5001 to 
25000 students (26.5%). The two extreme categories of less than 1000 students 
and over 25,000 students only constituted 7.8% and 4.9% of the respondents, 
respectively. 
Further exploration of respondents' characteristics was accomplished by 
determining the number of years of experience in the field of education. The 
findings of this demographic are found in Table 5. The overwhelming majority of 
the superintendents responding to the survey have more than 16 years of service 
in the field of education (91.2%). 
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Table 4. 
Size of School District Served (Superintendent Participants) 
Size of School District Percent of Participants Actual Percent 
Less than 1000 students 7.8% 7% 
1001 to 2600 students 28.4% 29% 
2601 to 5000 students 32.4% 29% 
5001 to 25000 students 26.5% 29% 
Over 25000 students 4.9% 6% 
Table 5. 
Years of Experience in the Field of Education 
Years of Experience Frequency Percent 
1 to 5 yrs. 2 2.0 % 
6to10yrs. 3 2.9% 
11 to 15 yrs. 4 3.9% 
16 yrs and more 93 91.2% 
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Table 6. 
Race of Superintendent Participants 
Race Frequency Percent 
Black 12 11.8% 
White 90 88.2% 
Table 7. 
Gender of Superintendent Participants 
Gender Percent of Participants Actual Percent 
Female 20.6% 20% 
Male 73.5% 80% 
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The respondents also reported race. Race is reported in Table 6 and indicates 
that almost ninety percent of the superintendent respondents were white (88.2 
%). 
Gender was the last demographic information requested on the survey. 
This information is reported in Table 7. The majority of superintendents who 
responded to this survey were male (73.5%). 
Superintendents' General Perceptions 
The survey was broken down into six categories that contained between 
two and five items each. The superintendents were asked to rate each item on 
how they perceived actual school board member knowledge level versus their 
perception of ideal school board member knowledge level. The mean score and 
the standard deviation of each item in the survey are reported in Table 8. The 
four-point rating scale used in the survey was the same for actual and ideal 
knowledge levels. The respondent circled one (1) if the school board members 
had no understanding of the item; two (2) if the school board members had little 
understanding of the item; three (3) if the school board members had an 
adequate understanding of the item; four (4) if the school board members had an 
in-depth understanding of the item. Table 8 has the superintendents' perceptions 
of school board members actual and ideal knowledge levels for each item. Ideal 
knowledge levels are designated by an asterisk (*) after the description of the 
item. 
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Table 8. 
Ratings of School Board Member Knowledge Levels (Superintendents) 
Item n M SD 
Funding of monies 102 2.4608 .63980 
Funding of monies* 102 3.4118 .53312 
Categorization of monies 100 2.3400 .65474 
Categorization of monies* 100 3.3300 .56951 
Importance of high expectations 102 3.0294 .78923 
Importance of high expectations* 102 3.6863 .48707 
Effective teaching practices 102 2.3431 .75117 
Effective teaching practices* 102 3.3824 .61409 
Making data driven decisions 102 2.3039 .92050 
Making data driven decisions* 102 3.4902 .57584 
Effects of reform on: Budget 101 2.2871 .72576 
Effects of reform on: Budget* 101 3.4059 .53251 
Effects of reform on: Facilities 101 2.4851 .75649 
Effects of reform on: Facilities* 101 3.3267 .54971 
Effects of reform on: Personnel 101 2.2970 .78160 
Effects of reform on: Personnel* 101 3.3663 .52388 
Effects of reform on: Support Services 101 2.1980 .70739 
Effects of reform on: Support Services* 101 3.2475 .55508 
Effects of reform on: Transportation 101 2.2277 .70542 
Effects of reform on: Transportation* 101 3.1980 .60033 
Research-based curricula 100 1.8600 .73882 
Research-based curricula* 100 3.1100 .64971 
Process of building curriculum 100 1.7800 .75985 
Process of building curriculum* 100 3.0300 .67353 
Linking of curriculum 100 1.8800 .78212 
Linking of curriculum* 100 3.0900 .68306 
Evaluating curriculum effectiveness 100 1.8100 .73437 
Evaluating curriculum effectiveness* 100 3.0900 .73985 
How to build community support 101 2.6634 .80346 
How to build community support* 101 3.5050 .52199 
Increasing active participation 101 2.6337 .82125 
Increasing active participation* 101 3.4851 .55882 
Procedures in handling complaints 101 2.5545 .87721 
Procedures in handling complaints* 101 3.6535 .51838 
Board members' roles and responsibilities 101 2.6634 .79091 
Board members' roles and responsibilities* 101 3.8218 .38460 
Importance of staying within guidelines 101 2.6139 .84818 
Importance of staying within guidelines* 101 3.8218 .38460 
Superintendents' roles and responsibilities 101 2.7525 .88776 
Superintendents' roles and responsibilities* 101 3.8218 .38460 
*ldeal knowledge level of item 
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Of the twenty items on the survey, the importance of high expectations is 
the only item superintendents rate school board members as having an 
"adequate" understanding of the item (m= 3.03). On fifteen of the items (75%), 
superintendents rate school board members' actual understanding of the item as 
"little". Superintendents rated school board members having "no understanding" 
on all four of the items that dealt with curriculum issues. The means on those 
items ranged from m=1.78 to m=1.88. In contrast, the superintendents rated the 
ideal knowledge level of school board members on all twenty items as having 
"adequate understanding" of the item. The means of ideal knowledge level of 
school board member understanding ranged from m=3.03 to m=3.82. 
To determine the most important educational issues for school board 
members to receive training in, the researcher ranked how school board 
chairpersons perceived school board members ideal knowledge level (Table 9). 
Superintendents' roles and responsibilities set by Georgia law (m= 3.8218), 
board members roles and responsibilities set by the Georgia law (m= 3.8218) 
and the importance of school board members staying within guidelines of a 
school board member (m= 3.8) means of ideal school board member knowledge 
level ranked first (a tie) and third. All three of these items came from the Roles 
and Responsibilities of School Board Members and Superintendents Issues 
category of the survey. The other category that had all three of its items in the 
top ten mean scores of ideal school board member knowledge level was Public 
Relations Issues— procedures in handling complaints procedures for handling 
complaints (m=3.6535), how to build community support through collaboration 
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Table 9. 
Rankings of School Board Member Ideal Knowledge Levels (Superintendents) 
Item m SD 
Superintendents' roles and responsibilities 3.8218 0.3846 
Board members' roles and responsibilities 3.8218 0.3846 
Importance of staying within guidelines 3.8218 0.3846 
Importance of high expectations 3.6863 0.4871 
Procedures in handling complaints 3.6535 0.5184 
How to build community support 3.5050 0.5220 
Making data driven decisions 3.4902 0.5758 
Increasing active participation 3.4851 0.5588 
Funding of monies 3.4118 0.5331 
Effects of reform on: Budget 3.4059 0.5325 
Effective teaching practices 3.3824 0.6141 
Effects of reform on: Personnel 3.3663 0.5239 
Categorization of monies 3.3300 0.5695 
Effects of reform on: Facilities 3.3267 0.5497 
Effects of reform on: Support Services 3.2475 0.5551 
Effects of reform on: Transportation 3.1980 0.6003 
Research based curricula 3.1100 0.6497 
Linking of curriculum 3.0900 0.6831 
Evaluating curriculum effectiveness 3.0900 0.7398 
Process of building curriculum 3.0300 0.6735 
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with local businesses (m=3.5050), and ways to increase community 
participation on major board decisions (m=3.4851). By contrast, the ideal 
knowledge level of the four items in the Curriculum Issues category were 
perceived by superintendents' as the least important to school board members— 
the process of building curriculum (m=3.0300), how to evaluate curriculum 
effectiveness (m=3.0900)1 understanding how to link curriculum across grade 
levels and academic areas (m=3.0900), and researched based curricula 
(m=3.1100). 
In order to determine if there were any significant statistical differences 
between superintendents' ratings of actual and ideal school board member 
knowledge level, a paired sample correlation was completed by the researcher 
on each items actual and ideal knowledge level ratings (Table 10). Fifty percent 
of the items had significant differences (p <. 05) between what superintendents 
perceived as the actual knowledge level and ideal knowledge level of school 
board members. All of the items that showed significant differences came from 
three sections of the survey: Student Achievement Issues, Curriculum Issues, 
and Public Relations Issues. The importance of high expectations (t 
(101 )=7.913, p< .04), knowledge of effective teaching practices (t (101 )= 12.999, 
p<. 00) and the ability to make data driven decisions (t (101 )= 12.590, p< .01) 
were all part of the Student Achievement Issues section of the survey. 
Knowledge of researched based curricula (t (99)=14.385, p< .03), the process of 
building a curriculum (f (99), 15.000, p< 00), how to link curriculum across grade 
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Table 10. 
School Board Members Actual vs. Ideal Knowledge Levels (Superintendents) 
Item t df Sig. 
Funding of monies 
-11.995 101 .443 
Categorization of monies 
-12.613 99 .067 
Importance of high expectations 
-7.913 101 .039 
Effective teaching practices 
-12.999 101 .001 
Making data driven decisions 
-12.590 101 .009 
Effects of reform on: Budget -13.578 100 .107 
Effects of reform on: Facilities -9.258 100 .635 
Effects of reform on: Personnel -11.690 100 .626 
Effects of reform on: Support Services -12.720 100 .124 
Effects of reform on: Transportation -10.528 100 .917 
Research-based curricula -14.385 99 .027 
Process of building curriculum -15.000 99 .001 
Linking of curriculum -14.754 99 .000 
Evaluating curriculum effectiveness -14.993 99 .001 
How to build community support -10.297 100 .003 
Increasing active participation -10.472 100 .000 
Procedures in handling complaints -12.123 100 .021 
Board members' roles and responsibilities -13.401 100 .759 
Importance of staying within guidelines -13.196 100 .749 
Superintendents' roles and responsibilities -11.422 100 .459 
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levels and academic areas (t (99)=14.754, p<. 00) and how to evaluate 
curriculum effectiveness (t (99)= 14.993, p< .00) were part of the Curriculum 
Issues section of the survey. How to build community support through 
collaboration with local businesses (t (100)= 10.297, p< .00), ways to increase 
community participation on major board decisions (t (100)=10.472, p< .00), and 
proper procedures for handling complaints (t (100)=12.123, p< .02) were the 
three items in the Public Relations Issues category of the survey. 
In contrast, the superintendents' perceptions showed no significant 
difference (p> .05) between actual and ideal knowledge level of school board 
members in the categories of Budget Issues, School Reform Issues, and Roles 
and Responsibilities of School Board Members and Superintendents Issues. 
Budget Issues contained the items: how educational monies are funded (t (101 )= 
.443, p> .05) and how monies are categorized (t (99)=.067, p> .05). The five 
items found in the School Reform Issues category of the survey were the effects 
of reform on: school budget (f (100)=.107, p> .05), school facilities (t (100)= .635, 
p> .05), school personnel (t (100)=.626, p> .05), support services (t(100)=.124, 
p>.05) and transportation (t (100)=.917, p> .05). The last category to report no 
significant differences between actual and ideal knowledge of school board 
members is the Roles and Responsibilities of School Board Members and 
Superintendents Issues. The three items in this section are school board 
members roles and responsibilities set by Georgia law (t (100)=.759, p> .05), the 
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importance of staying within the guidelines of a school board member (t (100)= 
.749, p> .05) and superintendents roles and responsibilities set by Georgia law 
(f(100)=..459, p> .05). 
School Board Chairpersons' Demographic Information 
A total of 55 Georgia school board chairpersons responded to the survey. 
The 55 responses represented a 31% response rate of the total mailing. The 
demographic profiles of the school board chairpersons responding to the survey 
are broken down by size of the school district being served (Table 11), years of 
experience on the board of education (Table 12), race (Table 13) and gender 
(Table 14). 
School board chairpersons from districts serving 2601 to 5000 students 
and districts serving 5001 to 25000 students had the same number of 
respondents (n=20). There were no respondents from school districts less than 
1000 students. Nine of the respondents came from school districts serving 1001 
to 2600 students and six came from school districts serving more than 25,000 
students. 
Further exploration of respondents' characteristics was accomplished by 
determining the number of years of experience sending on the board of 
education. The findings of this demographic are found in Table 12. Over forty- 
five percent (45.5%) of the school board chairpersons responding this survey had 
less than six years of experience as a school board member. A little more than a 
fifth of the respondents (21.8 %) had served between six and ten years as a 
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Table 11. 
Size of School District Served (School Board Chairperson Participants) 
Size of School District Percent of Participants Actual Percent 
Less than 1000 students 0% 7% 
1001 to 2600 students 16.4% 29% 
2601 to 5000 students 36.4% 29% 
5001 to 25000 students 36.4% 29% 
Over 25000 students 10.9% 6% 
Table 12. 
Years of Experience on the Board of Education 
Years of Experience Frequency Percent 
1 to 5 yrs. 25 45.5 % 
6 to 10 yrs. 12 21.8% 
11 to 15 yrs. 7 12.7% 
16 yrs and more 10 18.2% 
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Table 13. 
Race of School Board Chairperson Participants 
Race Frequency Percent 
Black 10 18.2% 
White 43 78.2% 
Table 14. 
Gender of School Board Chairpersons Participants 
Gender Frequency Percent 
Female 12 21.8% 
Male 39 70.9% 
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board of education member and almost a fifth (18.2%) had served over 16years 
on a board of education. 
The respondents also reported race. The demographic information 
concerning race is found in Table 13. Almost eighty percent (78.2%) of the 
school board chairpersons who responded were white. 
Gender was the last demographic information requested on the survey. 
This information is reported in Table 14. Over two-thirds (70.9%) of the school 
board chairpersons who responded were male. 
School Board Chairpersons' General Perceptions 
The survey was broken down into six categories that contained between 
two and five items each. The school board chairpersons were asked to rate each 
item on how they perceived actual school board member knowledge level versus 
their perception of ideal school board member knowledge level. The mean score 
and the standard deviation of each item in the survey are reported in Table 15. 
The four-point rating scale used in the survey was the same for actual and ideal 
knowledge level. The respondent circled one (1) if the school board members 
had no understanding of the item; two (2) if the school board members had little 
understanding of the item; three (3) if the school board members had an 
adequate understanding of the item; four (4) if the school board members had an 
in-depth understanding of the item. Table 15 has the school board chairpersons' 
perceptions of school board members' actual and ideal knowledge levels for each 
item. Ideal knowledge levels are designated by an asterisk (*) after the 
description of the item. School board chairpersons rated school board members 
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Table 15 
Ratings of School Board Members' Knowledge Levels (School Board 
Chairpersons) 
Item n M SD 
Funding of monies 55 2.8000 .70448 
Funding of monies* 55 3.6909 .46638 
Categorization of monies 55 2.5273 .76629 
Categorization of monies* 55 3.4182 .68559 
Importance of high expectations 55 3.3455 .67270 
Importance of high expectations* 55 3.7091 .53308 
Effective teaching practices 55 2.7091 .65751 
Effective teaching practices* 55 3.2364 .63723 
Making data driven decisions 55 2.6727 .86184 
Making data driven decisions* 55 3.3455 .72567 
Effects of reform on: Budget 55 2.5636 .71398 
Effects of reform on: Budget* 55 3.4545 .50252 
Effects of reform on: Facilities 55 2.5636 .68755 
Effects of reform on: Facilities* 55 3.3636 .55656 
Effects of reform on: Personnel 53 2.4906 .72384 
Effects of reform on: Personnel* 55 3.3273 .66818 
Effects of reform on: Support Services 53 2.2830 .66151 
Effects of reform on: Support Services* 55 3.3091 .60470 
Effects of reform on: Transportation 53 2.4340 .74703 
Effects of reform on: Transportation* 55 3.2545 .64458 
Research-based curricula 55 2.1273 .74671 
Research-based curricula* 55 2.9818 .62334 
Process of building curriculum 55 1.9818 .73260 
Process of building curriculum* 55 2.8909 .65751 
Linking of curriculum 55 2.1636 .78796 
Linking of curriculum* 55 3.0000 .66667 
Evaluating curriculum effectiveness 55 2.0909 .77633 
Evaluating curriculum effectiveness* 55 3.0182 .68017 
How to build community support 55 2.9091 .84487 
How to build community support* 55 3.5455 .60302 
Increasing active participation 55 2.8909 .89593 
Increasing active participation* 55 3.5273 .60414 
Procedures in handling complaints 55 2.8182 .79561 
Procedures in handling complaints* 55 3.5818 .62925 
Board members' roles and responsibilities 55 3.0182 .95240 
Board members' roles and responsibilities* 55 3.7636 .42876 
Importance of staying within guidelines 55 3.1818 .94459 
Importance of staying within guidelines* 55 3.8000 .40369 
Superintendents' roles and responsibilities 55 3.1818 .81856 
Superintendents' roles and responsibilities* 55 3.7818 .41682 
* Ideal knowledge level of item 
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as having "little" or "no" actual understanding on sixteen of the twenty items 
(80%) on the survey. The means of these items ranged from m= 1.98 to m= 
2.91. The four items that school board chairpersons rated school board 
members as having an "adequate" actual knowledge level were the importance 
of high expectations (m= 3.35), board members' roles and responsibilities (m= 
3.02), of the importance of staying within state guidelines (m= 3.18) and 
superintendents' roles and responsibilities (m= 3.18). School board 
chairpersons rated the ideal knowledge level needed by school board members 
as "adequate" on 90% of the items. The ideal understanding levels ranged from 
m=3.00 to m= 3.80. Research based curricula (m= 2.98) and the process needed 
to build a curriculum (m= 2.89) were the only items whose ideal knowledge level 
was less than "adequate". 
So as to determine what were the most important educational issues for 
school board members to receive training in, the researcher ranked how school 
board chairpersons perceived school board members ideal knowledge level 
(Table 16). The importance of school board members staying within guidelines of 
a school board member (m= 3.8), superintendents' roles and responsibilities set 
by Georgia law (m= 3.7818), and board members' roles and responsibilities set 
by the Georgia law (m= 3.7636) ideal school board member knowledge level 
means ranked first, second, and third respectively. All three of these items came 
from Roles and Responsibilities of School Board Members and Superintendents 
Issues category of the survey. The other category that had all three of its items 
in the top ten mean scores of ideal school board member knowledge level was 
Table 16. 
Rankings of Ideal School Board Member Knowledge Level (School Board 
Chairpersons) 
Item m SD 
Importance of staying within guidelines 3.8000 0.4037 
Superintendents' roles and responsibilities 3.7818 0.4168 
Board members' roles and responsibilities 3.7636 0.4288 
Importance of high expectations 3.7091 0.5331 
Funding of monies 3.6909 0.4664 
Procedures in handling complaints 3.5818 0.6293 
How to build community support 3.5455 0.6030 
Increasing active participation 3.5273 0.6041 
Effects of reform on: Budget 3.4545 0.5025 
Categorization of monies 3.4182 0.6856 
Effects of reform on: Facilities 3.3636 0.5566 
Making data driven decisions 3.3455 0.7257 
Effects of reform on: Personnel 3.3273 0.6682 
Effects of reform on: Support Services 3.3091 0.6047 
Effects of reform on: Transportation 3.2545 0.6446 
Effective teaching practices 3.2364 0.6372 
Evaluating curriculum effectiveness 3.0182 0.6802 
Linking of curriculum 3.0000 0.6667 
Researched based curricula 2.9818 0.6233 
Process of building curriculum 2.8909 0.6575 
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Public Relations Issues— procedures in handling complaints procedures for 
handling complaints (m=3.5455), how to build community support through 
collaboration with local businesses (m=3.5273), ways to increase community 
participation on major board decisions (m=3.5273). By contrast, the ideal 
knowledge level of the four items in the Curriculum Issues category were 
perceived by school board chairpersons as least important to school board 
members—the process of building curriculum (m=2.8909), researched based 
curricula (01=2.9818), understanding how to link curriculum across grade levels 
and academic areas (m=3.0), and how to evaluate curriculum effectiveness 
(m=3.0182). 
In order to determine if there were any significant differences between 
school board chairpersons' ratings of school board members actual and ideal 
knowledge levels a paired sample correlation was run by the researcher on each 
item (Table 17). Fifty percent of the items had significant differences (p< .05) 
between what school board chairpersons' perceived as the actual knowledge 
level and ideal knowledge level of school board members. Five of the six survey 
categories had at least one item that showed a significant difference. Public 
Relations Issues was the only category that did not have an item with a 
significant difference. Both items in the Budget Issues category, how educational 
monies are funded {t (54)= 10.049, p< .00) and how monies are categorized {t 
(54)= 8.672, p< .00), had significant differences between the actual and ideal 
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Table 17. 
School Board Members Actual vs. Ideal Knowledge Level (School Board 
Chairpersons) 
Item t df Sig. 
Funding of monies -10.049 54 .001 
Categorization of monies -8.672 54 .001 
Importance of high expectations -3.184 54 .844 
Effective teaching practices -5.272 54 .010 
Making data driven decisions -5.650 54 .003 
Effects of reform on: Budget -8.963 54 .024 
Effects of reform on: Facilities -8.124 54 .015 
Effects of reform on: Personnel -9.574 52 .004 
Effects of reform on: Support Services -10.360 52 .082 
Effects of reform on: Transportation -5.979 52 .132 
Research-based curricula -8.672 54 .001 
Process of building curriculum -7.596 54 .169 
Linking of curriculum -6.909 54 .069 
Evaluating curriculum effectiveness -8.019 54 .020 
How to build community support -5.073 54 .127 
Increasing active participation -4.379 54 .968 
Procedures in handling complaints -5.288 54 .392 
Board members' roles and responsibilities -5.408 54 .684 
Importance of staying within guidelines -4.814 54 .155 
Superintendents' roles and responsibilities -5.511 54 .038 
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knowledge level of school board members. Knowledge of effective teaching 
practices (t (54)= 5.272, p< .01) and the ability to make data driven decisions (t 
(54)= 5.650, p< .00) are two of the three items found in the Student Achievement 
Issues category of the survey. The effects of school reform on: school budget (t 
(54)= 8.963, p<.02), school facilities (t (54)= 8.124, p< .02) and school personnel 
(t (54)= 9.574, p< .00) all showed significant differences and are three of the five 
items in the School Reform Issues category. Knowledge of researched based 
curricula (t (54)= 8.672, p< .00) and how to evaluate curriculum effectiveness (f 
(54)= 5.073, p< .02) are two of the items found in the Curriculum Issues section 
of the survey. Lastly, school board chairpersons' views of the school board 
members' actual and ideal knowledge level of the superintendents roles and 
responsibilities showed a significant difference (f (54)= 5.511, p< .04). 
Ten items of the twenty-item survey completed by school board 
chairpersons' showed no significant difference (p> .05) between the responses of 
perceived actual knowledge versus ideal knowledge level of school board 
members. The importance of high expectations (t (54)= .844, p< .05) was the 
only item from the Student Achievement Issues category that did not report a 
significant difference in school board chairpersons' responses. Two of the items 
from the School Reform Issues category, effects of school reform on support 
services (t (52)= .082, p<. 05) and effects of school reform on transportation (t 
(52)= .132, p< .05), reported no significant differences in school board 
chairpersons' responses. The process of building curriculum (t (54)= .169, p< 
.05) and understanding how to link curriculum across grade levels and academic 
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areas (t (54)= .069, p< .05), both from the Curriculum Issues category, showed 
no significant difference in school board chairpersons' responses. All three items 
from the Public Relations Issues—how to build community support through 
collaboration with local businesses (t (54)= .127, p< .05), ways to increase 
community participation on major board decisions (t (54)= .968, p< .05), and 
procedures in handling complaints (t (54)= .392, p< .05)—showed no significant 
difference in school board chairpersons' responses. School board chairpersons' 
responses had no significant difference in two of the items from the Roles and 
Responsibilities of School Board Members and Superintendents Issues category, 
school board members roles and responsibilities set by Georgia law (t (54)= .684, 
p< .05) and the importance of staying with the guidelines of a school board 
member (t (54)= .155, p< .05). 
Overarching Question 
This study was driven by the question of what are the training needs of 
school board members as perceived by school board chairpersons and 
superintendents across the state of Georgia. Both school board chairpersons 
and superintendents responses indicated that school board members need 
additional training on issues surrounding student achievement (such as effective 
teaching practices and how to make data driven decisions) and curriculum (such 
as research based curricula and evaluating curriculum effectiveness). 
Superintendents perceived a training need for school board members on issues 
surrounding public relations. School board chairpersons perceived a training 
need for school board members on budget issues. 
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Summary 
Fifty-seven percent of Georgia's school superintendents and 31% of 
Georgia's school board chairpersons responded to the survey, which examined 
those groups perceived school board member training needs. The vast majority 
of respondents in both groups were white, 88% of superintendents and 78% of 
school board chairpersons. The school district size most often represented by 
both groups was the 2601 to 5000 students with 32% of superintendents and 
36% of school board chairpersons. Data was gathered in six different categories: 
Budget Issues, Student Achievement Issues, School Reform Issues, Curriculum 
Issues, Public Relation Issues and Roles and Responsibilities of School Board 
Members and Superintendent Issues. 
The findings from the superintendents were easily classified. Roles and 
Responsibilities of School Board Members and Superintendent Issues and Public 
Relation Issues were viewed by superintendents as being the most important 
issues for school board members. Curriculum Issues was found to be the least 
important educational issue for school board members. A significant difference 
was found between the actual and ideal knowledge level of school board 
members as perceived by superintendents on each item in the categories of 
Student Achievement Issues, Curriculum Issues and Public Relations Issues. It 
is clear that superintendents believe more training is needed by school board in 
those areas. Superintendents' response had no significant differences between 
actual and ideal knowledge of school board members in the following areas: 
Budget Issues, School Reform Issues and Roles and Responsibilities of School 
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Board Members and Superintendents Issues. Thus, superintendents do not 
perceive a training need in those areas. 
Classifying the findings from the school board chairpersons was not as 
easy as the superintendents. Like superintendents, Roles and Responsibilities of 
School Board Members and Superintendent Issues and Public Relation Issues 
were viewed by superintendents as being the most important issues for school 
board members. Curriculum Issues was found to be the least important 
educational issue for school board members. A significant difference was found 
in how school board chairpersons perceived the actual and ideal knowledge level 
of school board members in both items on Budget Issues, how educational 
monies are funded and how monies are categorized. School board chairpersons' 
responses showed a statistical difference in at least half of the items found in the 
categories of Student Achievement Issues (effective teaching practices and how 
to make data driven decisions), School Reform Issues (effects of school reform 
on: budget, facilities and personnel) and Curriculum Issues (knowledge of 
researched-based curricula and how to evaluate curriculum effectiveness). The 
responses of school board chairpersons give a strong indication that training is 
definitely needed for school board members on budget issues and may be 
needed on the issues surrounding student achievement, school reform and 
curriculum. 
Superintendents' and school board chairpersons' agreed that Roles and 
Responsibilities of School Board Members and Superintendent Issues and Public 
Relation Issues were the most important training issues for school board 
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members and curriculum issues are the least important. Both the 
superintendents' and school board chairpersons' results indicated significant 
differences in their perceptions of school board members actual and ideal 
knowledge level on four items of the survey: effective teaching practices, how to 
make data driven decisions, knowledge of researched-based curricula and how 
to evaluate curriculum effectiveness. These results indicate a definite training 
need of school board members in those areas. In contrast, there were four items 
that neither school board chairpersons' nor superintendents' responses showed 
any significant differences in their perceptions of school board members' actual 
and ideal knowledge level. These results suggest that school board members are 
receiving enough training in the areas of the effects of school reform on support 
services, the effects of school reform on transportation, school board members' 
roles and responsibilities set by Georgia law, and the importance of staying 
within the guidelines of a school board member. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
Introduction 
The research study was conducted for the purpose of determining the 
training needs of school board members in Georgia as perceived by school 
board chairpersons and superintendents. Although several states and national 
organizations are beginning to evaluate school board member training, this 
research is only one of a handful of studies conducted in the past fifteen years on 
the subject. The questions for the survey were developed from two instruments 
previously used in studies on school board members (Douglas & Johnson, 1987; 
Parker, 1992), two studies which collected data on school boards and their 
members (Iowa School Board Association, 2000; National School Board 
Association, 2002) and from an extensive review of literature on the current 
training programs and future training needs of school board members in the 
United States. The survey sought responses on six different educational issues 
(budget, student achievement, school reform, curriculum, public relations and 
roles and responsibilities of school board members and superintendents). The 
survey was field tested in Mississippi and was found to have face validity. After 
unsuccessfully seeking endorsement from the Georgia School Board Association 
(See Appendix G) and the Georgia School Superintendents' Association (See 
Appendix H), sun/eys were mailed to the potential participants. Every school 
board chairperson and superintendent in Georgia was mailed an introduction 
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letter, survey and self-addressed stamped envelope. The quantitative research 
study yielded a 57% response rate from superintendents and a 31% response 
rate from school board chairpersons. 
Data analysis was conducted utilizing the SPSS 11.5 computer program. 
SPSS 11.5 generated descriptive statistics (frequency, means and standard 
deviations) and analyzed the actual and ideal knowledge level ratings on each 
item in the survey to determine if there were any significant differences in the 
responses. 
Analysis of the Research Findings 
The survey contained two items (how local, state, and federal monies fund 
the school district and how local, state, and federal monies are categorized) in 
the category of Budget Issues. School board chairpersons' and superintendents' 
responses to these items were at odds with each other. School board 
chairpersons perceived a training need on both items; however, superintendents' 
responses did not indicate a training need in either item. 
The superintendent respondents were very similar to superintendents 
throughout the state of Georgia in size of school district served and gender. The 
researcher was unable to determine if the responding superintendents were 
representative of superintendents throughout the state in years of experience in 
the field of education and race. 
The researcher was unable to obtain demographic information on school 
board chairpersons on years of experience serving on the board of education, 
race and gender; however, the researcher was able to determine that the 
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responding school board chairpersons were similar to the rest of school board 
chairpersons throughout the state in the area of school district size. 
The category of Student Achievement Issues contained three items: the 
importance of high expectations, effective teaching practices, and how to make 
data driven decisions. Effective teaching practices and how to make data driven 
decisions were two of the four items on the survey that both school board 
chairpersons and superintendents perceived a need for school board member 
training. School board chairpersons also perceived a need for training on the 
importance of high expectations. It is apparent that both school board 
chairpersons and superintendents agree that more training of school board 
members is needed in this area. 
The next five items on the survey (The possible impacts the No Child Left 
Behind Act and Georgia's A+ Reform Act could have in areas of: budget, 
facilities, personnel, support services and transportation) all dealt with Student 
Reform Issues. The effects of educational reforms on support services and 
transportation were two of the four items that both school board chairpersons and 
superintendents did not perceive a training need for school board members. In 
fact, superintendents did not perceive a training need on any item in this 
category; however, school board chairpersons perceived a training need on how 
educational reform impacts budget, facilities and personnel. 
The category of Curriculum Issues contained the items on research-based 
curricula, the process of building a curriculum, how to link curriculum across 
grade levels and academic areas, and how to evaluate curriculum effectiveness. 
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Research based curricula and how to evaluate curriculum effectiveness were two 
of the four items that both school board chairpersons and superintendents 
perceived a training need for school board members. Although superintendents' 
perceived all four items in this category as school board member training needs, 
they also ranked curriculum as the least important educational issue for school 
board members. According to the responses of this survey, curriculum and the 
educational issues that surround curriculum need to be addressed more in the 
training of school board members; however, these curriculum issues should not 
take precedence over more important training on the issues of roles and 
responsibilities of school board members and superintendents and public 
relations. 
How to build community support through collaboration and partnerships 
with local businesses, ways to increase community engagement and active 
participation in major board decisions, and proper procedure for handling 
community/ parental complaints and the media were the items on the survey 
from the Public Relations Issues category. The perceptions of school board 
chairpersons' and superintendents' were polar opposites on this category. 
School board chairpersons did not perceive any of the three items as a training 
need; whereas, superintendents perceived that school board members were 
needing training on all three items. It should be noted, however, both groups 
perceived this category as a one of the most important educational issues for 
school board members, thus it is a should be considered an important training 
item for school board members. 
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Roles and Responsibilities of School Board Members and 
Superintendents Issues was the last category on the survey. The roles and 
responsibilities of school board members and the importance of staying within 
the guidelines of school board members as set by law were two of the four items 
that neither school board chairpersons' nor superintendents' perceived as a 
training need for school board members. School board chairpersons' did 
perceive school board members as needing training in the roles and 
responsibilities of superintendents. Although there was no additional training 
needs indicated on this category, the importance of this category to both groups 
is evident by them ranking the Roles and Responsibilities of School Board 
Members and Superintendents Issues the most important educational issue for 
school board members. 
Discussion of Research Findings 
The discussion of research findings is limited because of the lack of past 
studies on school board member training. Thomas Glass conducted several 
studies in recent years that have examined various aspects of the school 
superintendent in the United States. Three of his studies (1992, 2000, 2002) 
found that the most difficult problem faced by school board members is financial 
issues and that school board members had a firm understanding of their role. 
Both of these findings are consistent with the findings of the researcher in this 
study. In this study superintendents' perceived a training need for school board 
members on both Budget Issues items, funding of monies and categorization of 
monies, and on the effects of school reform will have on the budgeting process. 
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It is clear that superintendents still see the issues that surround the budget as 
critical to the success of a school board. Superintendents also perceived school 
board members as having an adequate knowledge level of their roles and 
responsibilities. 
In 1987 Rex Douglas and Claradine Johnson's used the views of 
superintendents, school board chairpersons and school board members to study 
of the training needs of school board members in Kansas. The instrument used 
in their study, Educational Administration Skills Inventory, had participants rate 
each item in terms of importance to the success of a school board member and 
how successful school board members were at performing the item. The study 
found that all groups surveyed expressed a training need for school board 
members in the areas of budget development and long-range planning. In the 
study conducted by the researcher budget issues was identified as a training 
need by superintendents; however, there were no items that correlated to 
Douglas & Johnson s items on long-range planning. Douglas & Johnson also 
reported training needs in the areas of community relations, program evaluation 
and school climate (1987). Similar to these 1987 findings, the data analyzed for 
this current study indicated training needs on issues surrounding the area of 
student achievement, curriculum and public relations. 
James Parker's 1992 study of the essential knowledge areas needed by 
school board members in Georgia to be successful used the views of 
superintendents and school board chairpersons. Results were reported by the 
frequencies of answers given to each item. Essential knowledge areas were 
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identified as proper conducting of school board meetings, understanding of the 
board's role in policy making, how to develop a budget and understanding the 
importance of the decision making process (Parker, 1992). Parker's areas that 
were identified as essential for school board members are very similar to the 
items found in the Roles and Responsibilities of School Board Members and 
Superintendents Issues category in the researchers survey. Although the current 
study found that both superintendents and school board members agree with 
Parker's findings that the issues that surround the roles and responsibilities of 
school board members and superintendents is essential for school board 
members, the current study does not identify these issues as training needs. 
The current perception of superintendents and school board chairperson is that 
current training on roles and responsibilities of school board members and 
superintendents meets the needs of school board members. Parker also reported 
that school board members in Georgia had little desire to gain more information 
on teaching processes and curriculum development (1992). The current study 
indicates that the issues surrounding student achievement and curriculum were 
areas of training needs for current school board members in Georgia. 
Alexander Hess's study (2002) had school board members from over 
2,000 school districts across the United States report information on a variety of 
subjects. According to Hess, the vast majority of school board members have 
received training in most areas concerned with board operations and most do not 
want any additional training on any subject; however, 20% of school board 
members would like additional training on the issues of student achievement, 
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planning/ budget, resource allocation, and community collaborations/ 
engagement (2002). Similarly, this study found that school board members in 
Georgia need additional training on the issues surrounding the areas of student 
achievement, budget and public relations. 
Conclusions 
1. School board members in Georgia need additional training on issues 
surrounding student achievement such as effective teaching practices 
and how to make data driven decisions. 
2. School board members in Georgia need additional training on issues 
surrounding curriculum such as research-based curricula and 
evaluating curriculum effectiveness. 
3. Additional training for school board members should be strongly 
considered on issues surrounding public relations since school board 
chairpersons perceived each item in this category as a training need 
and both groups considered this category as one of the most important 
educational issues for school board members. 
4. Additional training for school board members should be strongly 
considered on issues surrounding budget information since 
superintendents perceived each item in this category as a training 
need. 
5. School board members are well prepared to deal with the issues 
surrounding the roles and responsibilities of school board members 
and superintendents according to both school board chairperson and 
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superintendents. This is extremely significant since the issues 
surrounding the roles and responsibilities of school board members 
and superintendents are also considered the most important according 
to both groups. 
6. The researcher has no way to verify if the demographic profile of the 
school board chairpersons who responded to this study is consistent 
with the demographic profiles of school board chairpersons throughout 
the state. 
Implications 
In the past ten years, school boards' influence over the educational 
system has increased significantly, and researchers have concluded that school 
boards can directly influence student achievement. Given the preceding items, 
research on the training needs of school board members in the State of Georgia 
is a critical need. Baseline data is needed so the Department of Education, as 
well as professional organizations such as the Georgia School Board Association 
may have a better understanding of what are the current training needs of school 
board members. The findings of the study could lead to the restructuring of 
school board member training in the state, such as how often training is 
conducted, who should train school board members, and how this training should 
be being carried out. 
This study should be used as a reference point for superintendents and 
school board chairpersons to evaluate and discuss the training needs of their 
local board of education. Since well-prepared and focused boards of education 
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have been shown to increase student achievement, the superintendent and 
school board chairperson should encourage an atmosphere of continuous 
improvement and professional development. The results of this study should be 
used to fuel the professional development plan of school board members. 
School board members will be able to use the results of this study as an 
evaluative tool. School board members should better understand the 
expectations that are being placed upon them by school board chairpersons and 
school superintendents. All of these points will help school board members 
better understand the school board chairpersons and school superintendents 
with whom they work closely on a frequent basis. This could lead to a solid 
working relationship between the superintendent and the school board and 
ultimately lead to a more focused school district. 
Colleges and universities involved with the development of future 
educational leaders could use the results of this study to better prepare their 
students. These centers of higher education could take additional time on issues 
that school board member training needs have been demonstrated so as to 
guide future educational leaders on how best to educate their school boards on 
these issues. Also, colleges and universities could offer school board member 
training to local boards of education workshops based upon the results the study. 
Since the importance of school boards has been overlooked in the past, a 
definite void exists in educational literature on school board member training. 
This study fills a major void in the educational leadership literature. There have 
been no studies on the training needs of school board members in Georgia in the 
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past 10 years. Few studies have been conducted across the nation on school 
board member training; however, due to changes in state law and new 
educational research finding correlations between school board efficiency and 
student learning, there is a renewed emphasis on school board training. The 
results of this study should provide a solid foundation for much needed further 
research and inquiry on this topic. 
Recommendations 
Recommendations to the Educational Profession 
1. The Georgia School Board Association, RESAs, colleges and 
universities, Department of Education and local boards of education 
explore the possibilities of offering additional training to school board 
members on the issues where a strong training need was found- 
student achievement, curriculum, budget and public relations. 
2. The type of training given to school board members on the issues 
surrounding the roles and responsibilities of school board members 
and superintendents should be continued. 
3. Although the state of Georgia is one of a handful of states that requires 
any amount of school board member training, it would be prudent to 
evaluate the amount and content of the training requirements 
considering the results of this study. 
4. The results of this study should become a point of discussion for local 
superintendents and their local boards of education so they can 
identify their specific training needs. 
5. Currently, budget is the only educational area that training is mandated 
by the state of Georgia. The state of Georgia should mandate minimal 
training requirements for school board members on all major 
educational issues. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
1. Endorsement from Georgia School Board Association or Department 
of Education of any study that relies on responses from school board 
chairpersons or members is critical. An endorsement from a 
professional group or the state government would help greatly with 
response rate from persons who are not professional educators. 
2. A qualitative study is needed to discuss the vast differences on school 
board member training needs expressed by school board chairperson 
and superintendents on the issues of school reform and public 
relations. 
3. A self-reflective quantitative study surveying school board members on 
their perceptions of what their training needs are would be useful to all 
organizations that offer training to school board members and 
professional educators. 
4. There is a need for either a formal study or informal questionnaire on 
how school board members, school board chairpersons and 
superintendents feel is the most effective way to train school board 
members (i.e. large conferences, small group work, availability of on¬ 
line information, etc.). 
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5. Qualitative and quantitative studies that focus on each educational 
issue that were perceived by school board chairperson or 
superintendents should be conducted. 
6. Legal issues, such as personal and professional liability, should be 
addressed in future studies. 
7. A study needs to be conducted that identifies the practices and 
procedures of school board members in the best school systems in the 
state of Georgia or throughout the United States. 
Dissemination of Information 
The researcher will create a brochure that will contain the methodology 
and conclusions of the study. The brochure will also include contact information 
(i.e. phone number, physical address and email address) in case any of the 
recipients need further clarification on the study or its findings. A brochure will be 
sent to Kathy Cox, Georgia School Superintendent, Jim Puckett, Executive 
Director of the Georgia Association of Educational Leaders, Sissy Henry, 
Georgia School Board Association, and Anne L. Bryant, Executive Director of the 
National School Board Association. 
Concluding Thoughts 
While conducting this study the researcher was struck by the 
overwhelming negative view of teachers, administrators, professors, and 
educational "experts" of school boards members' qualifications and training. 
School board members were perceived as people who commonly overstepped 
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their authority causing problems between themselves and the superintendent; 
however, the results of this study refute this misconception. 
It is essential for school board members to have adequate initial training 
and continuous professional development on the inner workings of the 
educational system and on the forces that are changing its dynamics from year to 
year. Without professional training, school board members are left to either self- 
educate themselves or rely on the superintendent to guide and teach them about 
the educational system. Either of the above situations lends itself to a lack of 
solid understanding of the educational system. 
Education is a bottom to top organization, meaning that the most 
important activities conducted in the organization are done at the local level, not 
state and federal levels. It is Georgia's local systems that will determine how 
successful the state's educational system is. If Georgia is to continue to be a 
leader in the field of education in the southeastern United States, it will be 
because of well informed and well trained, strong school board members who 
understand how to lead their local school systems. 
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APPENDIX A 
School Board Chairperson's Survey 
Section I: Demographics 
Please place the representative number in brackets next to each information 
category. 
( ) School District Size (by student population): 
1. 1-1,000 4.5001-25.000 
2. 1.001-2.600 5. 25.001 and over 
3. 2,601-5.000 
( ) Years of experience serving on a board of education. 
1. 1 to 5 years 3. 11 to 15 years 
2. 6 to 10 years 4. 16 years and more 
( ) Race: 1. Black 2. White 3. Hispanic 4. Other 
( ) Gender: 1. Female 2. Male 
Section II: Actual v. Ideal knowledge level of school board members. 
• Please rate the actual knowledge level of the school board members in your 
school district on the left-hand side of the survey item. 
Actual knowledge level ratings should be based on your overall 
impressions of the board of education with which you work. 
• Please rate the ideal knowledge level of school board members on the right 
hand side of the survey item. 
Ideal knowledge level ratings based on the school board chairperson s or 
school superintendent's overall impression of the level of knowledge 
needed for a school board member to perform his/her job in a professional 
manner. 
Rate according to the following key: 
1—Has no understanding of the item. 
2—Has little understanding of the item. 
3—Has an adequate understanding of the item (can act independently). 
4—Has an in-depth understanding of the item (can lead discussions). 
Budget Issues: 
Actual Item Ideal 
12 3 4 The manner in which local, state and federal monies 
fund the school district. 
1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 
The way monies are categorized by local, state and 
federal governments' budgets. 1 2 3 4 
Student Achievement Issues: 
Actual Item Ideal 
12 3 4 The importance of high expectations 1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 Effective teaching practices 1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 How to make data driven decisions 1 2 3 4 
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School Reform Issues: 
Actual Item Ideal 
The possible impacts the No Child Left Behind Act and 
Georgia s A+ Reform Act could have in the areas of: 
I 2 3 4 Budget 1 2 3 4 
I 2 3 4 Facilities 1 2 3 4 
I 2 3 4 Personnel 1 2 3 4 
! 2 3 4 Support Services 1 2 3 4 
' I 2 3 4 Transportation 1 2 3 4 
Curriculum Issues: 
Actual Item Ideal 
I 2 3 4 Research based curricula 1 2 3 4 
' I 2 3 4 The process of building a curriculum 1 2 3 4 1 
I 1 2 3 4 
Linking curriculum across grade levels and academic 
areas 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 Evaluating curriculum in order to determine 
effectiveness. 
1 2 3 4 
Public Relation Issues: 
Actual Item Ideal 
1 2 3 4 
How to build community support through collaboration 
and partnerships with local businesses 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
Ways to increase community engagement and active 
participation in major board decisions (i.e. millage rate, 
facilities needs) 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
Proper procedures for handling community/parental 
complaints and the media 
1 2 3 4 
Roles and Responsibilities of School Board Members and Superintendents Issues 
Actual Item Ideal 
1 2 3 4 
Roles and responsibilities of school board members as 
set by Georgia law. 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
The importance of staying within the guidelines of 
school board members set by Georgia law 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 Roles and Responsibilities of Superintendents as set 
by Georgia law 
1 2 3 4 
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APPENDIX B 
Superintendent's Survey 
Section I: Demographics 
Please place the representative number in brackets next to each information 
category. 
( ) School District Size (by student population): 
1 1-1.000 4 5001-25.000 
2 1.001-2.600 5 25.001 and over 
3. 2 601-5.000 
( ) Years of experience in education. 
1. 6 to 10 years 3 16 to 20 years 
2. 11 to 15 years 4 21 years and more 
( ) Race: 1. Black 2. White 3 Hispanic 4. Other 
( ) Gender: 1. Female 2. Male 
Section II: Actual v. Ideal knowledge level of school board members. 
• Please rate the actual knowledge level of the school board members in your 
school district on the left-hand side of the survey item. 
Actual knowledge level ratings should be based on your overall 
impressions of the board of education with which you work. 
• Please rate the ideal knowledge level of school board members on the right 
hand side of the survey item. 
Idea! knowledge level ratings based on the school board chairperson's or 
school superintendent's overall impression of the level of knowledge 
needed for a school board member to perform his/her job in a professional 
manner. 
Rate according to the following key . 
1—Has no understanding of the item. 
2—Has little understanding of the item. 
3—Has an adequate understanding of the item (can act independently). 
4—Has an in-depth understanding of the item (can lead discussions) 
Budget Issues: 
Actual Item  Ideal 
12 3 4 
The manner in which local, state and federal monies 
fund the school district 
1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 The way monies are categorized by local, state and federal governments' budgets. 
1 2 3 4 
Student Achievement Issues: 
Actual Item Ideal 
12 3 4 The importance of high expectations 1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 Effective teaching practices 1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 How to make data driven decisions 1 2 3 4 
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School Reform Issues: 
Actual Item Ideal 
The possible impacts the No Child Left Behind Act and 
Georgia's A + Reform Act could have in the areas of: 
12 3 4 Budget 1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 Facilities 1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 Personnel 1 2 3 * 
12 3 4 Support Services 1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 Transportation 1 2 3 4 ! 
Curriculum Issues: 
Actual Item Ideal 
. 12 3 4 Research based curricula 1 2 3 4 
r
 i
 
The process of building a curriculum 1 2 3 4 
i 
12 3 4 Linking curriculum across grade levels and academic 
areas 
1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 Evaluating curriculum in order to determine 
effectiveness 
1 2 3 4 1 
Public Relation Issues: 
Actual Item Ideal 
12 3 4 How to build community support through collaboration 
and partnerships with local businesses 
1 2 3 4 i 
12 3 4 
Ways to increase community engagement and active 
participation in major board decisions (i.e. millage rate, 
facilities needs) 
1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 
Proper procedures for handling community/parental 
complaints and the media 
1 2 3 
i 
4 ! 
i 
Roles and Responsibilities of School Board Members and Superintendents Issues: 
Actual Item   Ideal 
12 3 4 
Roles and responsibilities of school board members as 
set by Georgia law 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
The importance of staying within the guidelines of 
school board members set by Georgia law 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
Roles and Responsibilities of Superintendents as set 
by Georgia law 
12 3 4 
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APPENDIX C 
To Whom It May Concern: 
My name is Johnny W. Robertson III. I am an assistant principal at Mill Creek 
Elementary School in Bulloch County, Georgia. I am currently seeking a 
doctorate in Educational Leadership from Georgia Southern University. I am 
interested in determining the training needs of school board members in Georgia. 
Although several national organizations recognize the importance of providing 
school board members the proper knowledge needed to be effective school 
board members, there has been little formal research done in this area. All 
superintendents and school board chairpersons in the state of Georgia are being 
asked to fill out this survey rating the ideal knowledge of a school board member 
and the perceived actual knowledge of school board members with whom you 
currently work. It should take no more than 10 minutes to complete. 
This letter is to request your assistance in gathering data to analyze this 
situation. There is, of course, no penalty should you decide not to participate in 
the study. If you agree to participate, please complete the enclosed survey and 
mail it back in the self-addressed stamped envelope provided. The completion 
and return of the survey will indicate permission to use the information you 
provided in the study. I have created a system so as to keep your responses 
anonymous. A master code sheet will be created that contains a code for every 
participant in the study. Your survey has that code on the top of it. When you 
return the survey, my secretary will check-off the name on the master code list 
and then give the survey to the researcher. After the second mailing, the master 
code list will be shredded. 
If you have any questions about this research project, please call me, Johnny W. 
Robertson III, at (912) 764-5979. If you have any questions or concerns about 
your rights as a research participant in this study, they should be directed to the 
IRB Coordinator at the Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs at 
(912) 681-5465. 
Respectfully, 
Johnny W. Robertson III 
Asst. Principal 
Mill Creek Elementary 
**lf you would like a summary of the results of the study, email me at 
trobertson@bulloch.k12.qa.us and I will provide a summary through email when 
it becomes available. 
129 
Research Protocol 
For Research Utilizing Human Subjects 
1. Statement of the problem to be studied. 
The purpose of this study is to determine the training needs of school 
board members in Georgia as perceived by superintendents and school 
board chairpersons. 
2. Describe your research design. 
The overarching question of this study is - What are the training needs of 
school board members as self-perceived by school board chairpersons and local 
superintendents in the State of Georgia? The researcher will ask all of the 
superintendents and school board chairpersons in the state of Georgia to 
participate in the study. The only identifying information provided on the survey 
is race, years of experience in education or years of service on the Board of 
Education and the size of the district they serve determined by student 
population. These demographics will be used to determine any correlation 
between identifiers and perceived school board member training needs. 
3. Description of possible risks to human subjects. 
N/A 
4. Description of possible benefits to human subjects and society in general. 
Both superintendents and school board chairpersons could potentially 
greatly benefit from the study. The results of this study will allow 
superintendents and board chairpersons to evaluate the training needs of 
his/her local school board members and chairpersons, so that specific 
training can be conducted for his/her school board. Better trained school 
board members will reduce the amount of time superintendents spend 
explaining issues that concern curriculum, finance, facilities, and 
personnel, allowing superintendent and school board members time to 
concentrate on giving students a better education in their school system. 
Colleges and universities in various states will gain insight in preparing 
future school superintendents. By knowing in which areas local board 
members need to be better-trained, colleges and universities will not only 
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have the opportunity to teach their educational leadership students how to 
deal with these challenges, but will also be able to offer workshops on 
areas of need to the local school boards around them. This study will 
open new areas of revenue for colleges and universities, while providing a 
needs assessment of their current educational leadership programs. 
5. Identifying information on study participants. 
Race, years of experience in education or years of service on the Board of 
Education and the size of the district they serve determined by student 
population. 
6. List and attach a copy of all a questionnaire instruments, informed consent 
documents, interview protocols, or any other materials to be used during the 
research project. 
School Board Chairperson's Survey, Superintendent's Survey, Cover 
Letter (that contains informed consent information). 
7. Describe the procedures that will be used to secure informed consent. 
A cover letter will be used that explains the study and informed consent to 
the participant. 
8. Will minors be included as part of the data set? 
No 
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APPENDIX D 
To: Mr. Johnny Robertson III 
Educational Administration 
Cc: Dr. Cathy Jording 
Department of Leadership, Technology, and Human Development 
From: Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs 
Administrative Support Office for Research Oversight Committees 
(IACUC/IBC/IRB) 
Date: March 14,2003 
Subject: Status of Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research 
After an expedited review of your proposed research project titled "The 
Identification of Training Needs for School Board Members in Georgia," it 
appears that (1) the research subjects are at minimal risk, (2) appropriate 
safeguards are planned, and (3) the research activities involve only procedures 
which are allowable under the following research category: 
Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, 
aptitude, achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures or 
observation or public behavior, unless (i) information obtained is recorded 
in such a manner that human subjects can be identified, directly or 
through identifiers linked to the subjects and (ii) any disclosure of the 
human subjects' responses outside the research could reasonably place 
the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the 
subjects' financial standing, employability, or reputation. 
Therefore, as authorized in the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human 
Subjects (45 CFR §46.101), I am pleased to notify you that the Institutional 
Review Board has approved your proposed research. 
This IRB approval is in effect for one year from the date of this letter. If at 
the end of that time, there have been no changes to the expedited research 
protocol, you may request an extension of the approval period for an additional 
year. In the interim, please provide the IRB with any information concerning any 
significant adverse event, whether or not it is believed to be related to the 
study, within five working days of the event. In addition, if a change or 
modification of the approved methodology becomes necessary, you must notify 
the IRB Coordinator prior to initiating any such changes or modifications. At that 
time, an amended application for IRB approval may be submitted. Upon 
completion of your data collection, please notify the IRB Coordinator so that your 
file may be closed. 
C: Dr. Tom Case, IRB Chairperson 
Dr. Bryan Riemann, IRB Associate Chairperson 
Ms. Melanie Reddick, IRB Administrative Assistant 
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APPENDIX E 
From: Trey Robertson [mailto:trobertson@bulloch.k12.ga.us] 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2003 11:28 AM 
To: shenrv@qsba.com 
Subject: Dissertation... 
Mrs. Henry, 
I am a doctoral student at Georgia Southern University who is conducting a study 
that I believe will be greatly beneficial to the Georgia School Board Association. 
The study is entitled the "Identification of Training Needs of School Board 
Members in Georgia as Perceived by Superintendents and School Board 
Chairpersons". I was hoping you would consider supporting this study by writing 
a letter of support from the GSBA. I believe your support would greatly increase 
the response rate to the survey, thus enhancing the credibility of the study's 
findings. 
The survey will have superintendents and school board chairpersons rate the 
ideal knowledge level and actual knowledge level of school board members in 
the areas of Budget, Student Achievement, School Reform, Curriculum, Public 
Relations, and Roles/Responsibilities of School Board Members and 
Superintendents. The purpose of the study is create baseline data that can be 
expanded upon in the future, it is not meant to be a comprehensive in-depth look 
into the school board member training. 
If you need more information on this study or have any questions about its 
purpose and use, please email me at trobertson@bulloch.k12.qa.us or call me at 
(912) 764-5979. 
Thank you for your time and consideration. I have attached a copy of the 
proposed survey instrument for you to look over. 
Trey Robertson 
Asst. Principal 
Mill Creek Elementary 
(912)764-5979 
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APPENDIX C 
To Whom It May Concern: 
My name is Johnny W. Robertson III. I am an assistant principal at Mill Creek 
Elementary School in Bulloch County, Georgia. I am currently seeking a 
doctorate in Educational Leadership from Georgia Southern University. I am 
interested in determining the training needs of school board members in Georgia. 
Although several national organizations recognize the importance of providing 
school board members the proper knowledge needed to be effective school 
board members, there has been little formal research done in this area. All 
superintendents and school board chairpersons in the state of Georgia are being 
asked to fill out this survey rating the ideal knowledge of a school board member 
and the perceived actual knowledge of school board members with whom you 
currently work. It should take no more than 10 minutes to complete. 
This letter is to request your assistance in gathering data to analyze this 
situation. There is, of course, no penalty should you decide not to participate in 
the study. If you agree to participate, please complete the enclosed survey and 
mail it back in the self-addressed stamped envelope provided. The completion 
and return of the survey will indicate permission to use the information you 
provided in the study. I have created a system so as to keep your responses 
anonymous. A master code sheet will be created that contains a code for every 
participant in the study. Your survey has that code on the top of it. When you 
return the survey, my secretary will check-off the name on the master code list 
and then give the survey to the researcher. After the second mailing, the master 
code list will be shredded. 
If you have any questions about this research project, please call me, Johnny W. 
Robertson III, at (912) 764-5979. If you have any questions or concerns about 
your rights as a research participant in this study, they should be directed to the 
IRB Coordinator at the Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs at 
(912) 681-5465. 
Respectfully, 
Johnny W. Robertson III 
Asst. Principal 
Mill Creek Elementary 
"If you would like a summary of the results of the study, email me at 
trobertson@bulloch.k12.qa.us and I will provide a summary through email when 
it becomes available. 
134 
Research Protocol 
For Research Utilizing Human Subjects 
1. Statement of the problem to be studied. 
The purpose of this study is to determine the training needs of school 
board members in Georgia as perceived by superintendents and school 
board chairpersons. 
2. Describe your research design. 
The overarching question of this study is - What are the training needs of 
school board members as self-perceived by school board chairpersons and local 
superintendents in the State of Georgia? The researcher will ask all of the 
superintendents and school board chairpersons in the state of Georgia to 
participate in the study. The only identifying information provided on the survey 
is race, years of experience in education or years of service on the Board of 
Education and the size of the district they serve determined by student 
population. These demographics will be used to determine any correlation 
between identifiers and perceived school board member training needs. 
3. Description of possible risks to human subjects. 
N/A 
4. Description of possible benefits to human subjects and society in general. 
Both superintendents and school board chairpersons could potentially 
greatly benefit from the study. The results of this study will allow 
superintendents and board chairpersons to evaluate the training needs of 
his/her local school board members and chairpersons, so that specific 
training can be conducted for his/her school board. Better trained school 
board members will reduce the amount of time superintendents spend 
explaining issues that concern curriculum, finance, facilities, and 
personnel, allowing superintendent and school board members time to 
concentrate on giving students a better education in their school system. 
Colleges and universities in various states will gain insight in preparing 
future school superintendents. By knowing in which areas local board 
members need to be better-trained, colleges and universities will not only 
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have the opportunity to teach their educational leadership students how to 
deal with these challenges, but will also be able to offer workshops on 
areas of need to the local school boards around them. This study will 
open new areas of revenue for colleges and universities, while providing a 
needs assessment of their current educational leadership programs. 
5. Identifying information on study participants. 
Race, years of experience in education or years of service on the Board of 
Education and the size of the district they serve determined by student 
population. 
6. List and attach a copy of all a questionnaire instruments, informed consent 
documents, interview protocols, or any other materials to be used during the 
research project. 
School Board Chairperson's Survey, Superintendent's Survey, Cover 
Letter (that contains informed consent information). 
7. Describe the procedures that will be used to secure informed consent. 
A cover letter will be used that explains the study and informed consent to 
the participant. 
8. Will minors be included as part of the data set? 
No 
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APPENDIX D 
To: Mr. Johnny Robertson III 
Educational Administration 
Co: Dr. Cathy Jording 
Department of Leadership, Technology, and Human Development 
From: 
Date: 
Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs 
Administrative Support Office for Research Oversight Committees 
(IACUC/IBC/IRB) 
March 14, 2003 
Subject: Status of Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research 
After an expedited review of your proposed research project titled "The 
Identification of Training Needs for School Board Members in Georgia," it 
appears that (1) the research subjects are at minimal risk, (2) appropriate 
safeguards are planned, and (3) the research activities involve only procedures 
which are allowable under the following research category: 
Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, 
aptitude, achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures or 
observation or public behavior, unless (i) information obtained is recorded 
in such a manner that human subjects can be identified, directly or 
through identifiers linked to the subjects and (ii) any disclosure of the 
human subjects' responses outside the research could reasonably place 
the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the 
subjects' financial standing, employability, or reputation. 
Therefore, as authorized in the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human 
Subjects (45 CFR §46.101), I am pleased to notify you that the Institutional 
Review Board has approved your proposed research. 
This IRB approval is in effect for one year from the date of this letter. If at 
the end of that time, there have been no changes to the expedited research 
protocol, you may request an extension of the approval period for an additional 
year. In the interim, please provide the IRB with any information concerning any 
significant adverse event, whether or not it is believed to be related to the 
study, within five working days of the event. In addition, if a change or 
modification of the approved methodology becomes necessary, you must notify 
the IRB Coordinator prior to initiating any such changes or modifications. At that 
time, an amended application for IRB approval may be submitted. Upon 
completion of your data collection, please notify the IRB Coordinator so that your 
file may be closed. 
C: Dr. Tom Case, IRB Chairperson 
Dr. Bryan Riemann, IRB Associate Chairperson 
Ms. Melanie Reddick, IRB Administrative Assistant 
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APPENDIX E 
From: Trey Robertson [mailto:trobertson@bulloch.k12.ga.us] 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2003 11:28 AM 
To: slienrv@qsba.com 
Subject: Dissertation... 
Mrs. Henry, 
I am a doctoral student at Georgia Southern University who is conducting a study 
that I believe will be greatly beneficial to the Georgia School Board Association. 
The study is entitled the "Identification of Training Needs of School Board 
Members in Georgia as Perceived by Superintendents and School Board 
Chairpersons". I was hoping you would consider supporting this study by writing 
a letter of support from the GSBA. I believe your support would greatly increase 
the response rate to the survey, thus enhancing the credibility of the study's 
findings. 
The survey will have superintendents and school board chairpersons rate the 
ideal knowledge level and actual knowledge level of school board members in 
the areas of Budget, Student Achievement, School Reform, Curriculum, Public 
Relations, and Roles/Responsibilities of School Board Members and 
Superintendents. The purpose of the study is create baseline data that can be 
expanded upon in the future, it is not meant to be a comprehensive in-depth look 
into the school board member training. 
If you need more information on this study or have any questions about its 
purpose and use, please email me at trobertson(a)bulloch.k12.qa.us or call me at 
(912) 764-5979. 
Thank you for your time and consideration. I have attached a copy of the 
proposed survey instrument for you to look over. 
Trey Robertson 
Asst. Principal 
Mill Creek Elementary 
(912)764-5979 
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APPENDIX F 
From: Trev Robertson 
To: qssilh@lanqate.qsu.edu 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2003 12:32 PM 
Subject: Dissertation... 
Mr. Hooper, 
I am a doctoral student at Georgia Southern University who is conducting a study 
that I believe will be greatly beneficial to the Georgia School Superintendents 
Association. The study is entitled the "Identification of Training Needs of School 
Board Members in Georgia as Perceived by Superintendents and School Board 
Chairpersons". I was hoping you would consider supporting this study by writing 
a letter of support from the GSSA. I believe your support would greatly increase 
the response rate to the survey, thus enhancing the credibility of the study's 
findings. 
The survey will have superintendents and school board chairpersons rate the 
ideal knowledge level and actual knowledge level of school board members in 
the areas of Budget, Student Achievement, School Reform, Curriculum, Public 
Relations, and Roles/Responsibilities of School Board Members and 
Superintendents. The purpose of the study is create baseline data that can be 
expanded upon in the future, it is not meant to be a comprehensive in-depth look 
into the school board member training. 
If you need more information on this study or have any questions about its 
purpose and use, please email me at trobertson(a)bulloch.k12.qa.us or call me at 
(912) 764-5979. 
Thank you for your time and consideration. I have attached a copy of the 
proposed survey instrument for you to peruse at your convenience. 
Trey Robertson 
Asst. Principal 
Mill Creek Elementary 
(912)764-5979 
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APPENDIX G 
From: Henry, Jeannie 
To: 'Trey Robertson' 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2003 4:15 PM 
Subject: RE: Dissertation... 
Trey, thanks for sharing. Your effort is certainly a worthy one. At the present time 
I don't feel we can write a letter of support since we are going to be doing a 
similar, but much more extensive, survey in the near future I'm afraid there may 
be some confusion if we wrote a letter of support for yours and then followed 
soon after with our own. 
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APPENDIX H 
From: John Hooper 
To: trobertson(a)bulloch.k12.qa.us 
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2003 10:17 AM 
Subject: Re: Dissertation... 
T rey: 
I regret to inform you that GSSA cannot support your study. While we would 
certainly have interest in your study, as would GSBA, we get numerous requests 
every year to sponsor or support dissertations and various studies but we just do 
not have the staff or time to support or participate in these, as such we do not get 
involved in any. 
I believe our website will provide you with meaningful contact information that is 
current and hopefully will be helpful in your efforts. I regret that we cannot assist 
you further. 
John Hooper 
